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ABSTRACT 

In Saginaw comprehensive needs assessments ere 
conducted every three or four years f-r planning purposes. Conducted 
during March and April of the 1984-85 school year, this study 
produces two basically different kinds of information: (1) Priority 
Need Index (PNT) data which indicate the key functions (or goals) 
people perceive should be addressed; and (2) atttitude (or opinion) 
data regarding current issues affecting education. For this reason 
the findings are published in two parts: Part I deals with the PNI 
data and Part II deals with perceptions of current issues. Both Parts 
I and II are summarized at three different levels by producing an 
Elementary Level Report, Secondary Level Report, and System Levtl 
Report. Information was gathered from parents, community members, 
administrators, and teachers. This study analyzed 2100 questionnaires 
(Appendix A gives a breakdown of returns by respondent group and a 
study of possible response bias for n on- respondents) . This report is 
the Secondary Level Part I which contains the results on the 19 
ongoing functions important to the operation of a school district. 
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INTRODUCTION 

In Saginaw comprehensive needs assessments are conducted every three or 
four years for planning purposes. The last study was conducted during the 
1980-81 school year. This study was conducted during Marcn and April of the 
1984-85 school year. 

The study produces two basically different kinds of information: Priority 
Need Index (PNI) data which indicate the key functions (or goals) people per- 
ceive should be addressed and attitude (or opinion^ data regarding current 
issues affecting education. For this reason the findings are published in two 
parts - Part I which deals with the PNI data and Part II which deals with per- 
ceptions of current issues. Both Parts I and II are summarized at thrca 
different levels by producing an Elementary Level Report, Secondary Level 
Report, and System Level Report. 

Information was gathered from parents, community members, students, 
administrators and teachers. Iwo thousand one hundred questionnaires were 
analyzed in this study (see Appendix A for a breakdown of returns by respondent 
group and a study of possible response bias for non-respondents). The confi- 
dence level and error tolerances for the parent and community member sub-samples 
were determined. Inferences to these populations can be made with 95% confi- 
dence for both groups with error tolerances of + 4.37. for parents and + 8.27. 
for community members. 
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What Is a Needs Assessment? 

A needs assessment is a logical problem solving tool. It is usually the 
first step and a vital component of comprehensive program planning, A needs 
assessment is not a program change by itself, bur. it is a method for helping 
to determine if change is necessary or desired. It provides information which 
assists in setting priorities for future development and provides a basis for 
allocating scarce resources* 

A neads assessment is a structured process for identifying and documen- 
ting the difference between M what is" and "what should be," The needs assess- 
ment process determines: (1) the differences which exist between a desired 
state of affairs with respect to important goals and functions and the present 
or actual state of conditions and (2) a list of prioritized needs from these 
identified differences. 

In addition to prioritizing needs in terms of the ongoing functions and 
goals of a district, a needs assessment should provide a sense of direction 
regarding new or emerging needs and issues * 

A needs assessment is a systematic process which asks three relatively 
simple questions: 

1. Where are we? 

2. Where do we want to go? 

3. How do we get from here to there? 

In essence, the results of a good needs assessment form the basis for 
sound goal setting and planning. 

;-';a ji/'V'p ''•.•*'... 
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Changes Since 1981 and Guidelines for Interpreting Results 

In an effort to improve the study the following changes were made: 

• All instruments were critically reviewed by thirteen 
division or department heads to ensure adequate cover- 
age of important areas and issues , 

• Questions were edited to shorten and add more precision 
(the questionnaires were reduced by between 15 and 25 
percent) , 

a Community members were polled for the first time in 
addition to parents, 

• Eleven groupings of respondents were analyzed separ- 
ately as compared to seven previously, and 

• The functions were increased by adding Library/Media 
Center and School Board itoros to be more inclusive (19 
functions are now measured as compared to 17 in the 
1981 survey). 

Because of these changes and the amount of time between surveys, in most 
instances direct item for item comparisons were avoided. In the main we should 
regard these needs assessment results as a "snapshot" of how people perceive 
the district now and where they think we should be headed. 

This Report 

The reader should bear in mind that this report is the Secondary Level 
Part I - and contains the results on the nineteen ongoing functions important 
to the operation of a school district. Also, in an effort to obcain valid 
data and keep the instruments from becoming too lengthy, not all questions 
were asked of all respondent groups. The Secondary Level Part II which deals 
with information about current or emerging issues mentioned earlier will be 
published under separate cover. Taken together, a wealth of information 
should be obtainable for planning purposes. 
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The secondary level system-wide responses which follow comprise the basic 
data set. Immediately following the detailed question by question results will 
come a "Summary" section which hopefully sets the stage for goal setting. 

How Were the Data Collected?/What is a Priority Need Index? 

The student, parent, and commuuity member responses were gathered from 
samples drawn from the various populations while all teachers and administrators 
were polled. Parents and community members were surveyed by means of a mailed 
questionnaire, while questionnaires for all other respondents were hand delivered. 
The "Part I" portion of this questionnaire contains a total of 121 statements 
about educational services and programs, and the respondents were asked to indi- 
cate the following for each statement: 

1) In your opinion, to what extent should the stated 
condition exist? and, 

2) From your knowledge, to what extent does the stated 
condition exist? 

The degree to which a difference exists between what should be , and what is 
constitutes a need . The following example illustrates the response choices used 
for the survey, how the need index was determined and how the priority need 
index (PNI) was established, 

Should Actually 
Exist Sxists 

EXAMPLE ; Teachers in our schools take an individual 5 3 

interest in their students? 

A) In your opinion, to what extent should the stated condition 
exist? 

B) From your knowledge, to what extent does the stated condition 
actually exist? 
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A) 



Should 
Exist 



Do 
not 
know 



^lot 
at 
all 



To a 
slight 
extent 



To a 
moderate 
extent 



To a fairly 
large 
extent 



To a very 
large 
extent 



B) 



Actually 
Exists 



The following is a more detailed explanation of the above responses. 



SHOULD EXIST 

? Do not know the extent to which 
the stated condition should exist. 



1 Stated condition should not exist 
at all. 

2 Stated condition should exist to a 
slight extent • 

3 Stated condition should exist to a 
moderate extent* 

4 Stated condition should exist to a 
fairly large extent. 

5 Stated condition should exist to a 
very large extent* 



ACTUALLY EXISTS 

? Do not know the extent to 
which the stated condition 
exists* 

1 Stated condition does not 
exist at all. 

2 Stated condition exists to 
a slight extent. 

3 Stated condition exists to 
a moderate extent. 

4 Stated condition exifts to 
a fairly large extent. 

5 Stated condition exists to 
a very large extent. 



For the example used, the need index was 2 (th» difference between "should 
exist" value of 5 and the "actual exist" value of 3). To obtain a clearer under- 
standing of the relative priority ranking of the expressed needs, it was helpful 
to also know vhere on the response scale the difference occurred. For example, 
a need index of 2 would result from the difference between a "desired" of 3 and 
an "actual" of 1, while at the same time, the difference between a "desired" 
rating of 5 and an "actual" rating of 3 also yields a need index of 2. There- 
f ore, to help establish priorities among neads , the following procedure was 
nployed. The needs were weighted by multiplying them by their respective ratings 
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on the "should exist 11 dimension. This resulted in a Priority Need Index (PNI). 
This index takes into account the magnitude of the desire of the respondents to 
have a given condition pr-sent in the school district. The PNI could be thought 
of then as an automatic prioritizing need indicator. 

Should 
Exist Actually 
EXAMPLE : The teachers in our schools take (Desired) Exists 

an individual interest in their 

students • 5 3 

Should - Actual * Need Index 

5-3*2 
Need Index x "Should" = Priority Need Index 

2 x 5 * 10 

One might well ask what are the limits to the size(s) of priority need 
indices? The theoretical limits range from a +20 to -6. The upper theoretical 
limit is obtained in the following situation. 

Should - Actual =' Need Index x Should = PNI 
5 - 1 2 x 5 * 20 - 

The lower theoretical limit can be obtained in the following two ways. 

Should - Actual = Need Index x Should = PNI 

3-5 = -2 x 3 = -6 

OR 

2-5 = -3 x 2= -6 

In the three major studies conducted over the years the actual PNI's 
obtained have never approached the limits of the scale. The scale is obviously 
biased toward pointing up areas of concern in that it contains many more points 
indicating "need" (positive values) than it has indicating "lack of need" (nega- 
tive values) . 
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Table 1 below illustrates bath the theoretical and actual limits under 



discussion. 



TABLE 1. THEORETICAL PRIORITY NEED INDEX (PNI) LIMITS CONTRASTED WITH ACTUAL 
DISTRICT-WIDE FUNCTION PNI LIMITS FOR SAGINAW'S COMPREHENSIVE NEEDS 
ASSESSMENT STUDIES 1976-77, 1980-81 AND 1984-85. 



Theoretical PNI 
Limits 



Greatest Need 
Possible ... 



Least Need 
Possible • 



20 

19 

18 

17 

16 

1j 

14 

13 

12 

11 

10 
9 
8 

/ 

6 
5 
4 
3 
2 
1 
0 
- I 
-2 
-3 
-4 
-5 
-6 



Actual District-Wide Question PNI Limits 



0 

ERIC 
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1976-77 



i 980-81 



1984-85 



10.3 
A 



10.8 



10.19 

4t 



y 

1.5 



1.58 



0.0 
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One can see not only that most PNI's do not go far up the scale (the 
center is approximately five for the actual data), but also. that problems have 
to be identified in a relative sense- We believe looking at the PNI values 
that equal or exceed the value that marks off the top ?5% (in the case of 
secondary system-wide questions this value was 6-37) is a useful guide in 
separating out the highest ranking concerns. 

because PNIs vary more for a particular respondent group than for the 
system total, the reader may wish to review Appendix B which displays that 
information. Doing jo may provide a more refined sense of priorities within 
groups. 

What Were the Ninet ee n Functions? 

Each function was selected because it represented an important task, 
process, program or goal in the operation of a public school system The 
section which follows identifies the nineteen functions and briefly describes 
or defines each one. 

First, the reader should note that the items chosen to assess the func- 
tion areas we/e drawn from a pool of 121 questions. The instalments designed 
for the various respondent groups varied in length out of concern for both 
questionnaire length and group's knowledge level with respect to a particular 
aspect of education (see Appendix C for a listing of the number of questions 
by function area and group). The definitions of functions follow. 
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Functions Defined 



IB. 



1C. 



ID. 



2. 



3. 



4. 



Educational Programs — Elementary : Learning activities and their 
management that are the core of the curriculum: basic skills 
(reading, writing, and arithmetic); curriculum development; gifted 
and talented program; homework; parent satisfaction with achieve- 
ment; and standards for promotion. 

Educational Programs—Secondary; Learning activities and their 
management that are the core of the curriculum: basic skills 
(reading, writing, and arithmetic); student preparation for 
college; vocational instruction; supplemental courses (computers 
and gifted and talented instruction); homework; parent satisfac- 
tion with achievement; and standard* for promotion. 

Educational Programs—Special Education: Learning activities 
and their management that are the core of the curriculum: basic 
skills (reading, writing, and arithmetic); curriculum develop- 
ment; extracurricular activities; standards for promotion; 
school psychologists; and social workers. 

Educational Programs—Adult and Continuing Education: Learning 
activities and their management that are the core of the curri- 
culum: basic skills (reading, writing, and arithmetic); curri- 
culum development; counselors; homework; and standards for 
promotion. 

Leadership by Principals: Administrative action by principal 
at the building level to -support the teaching/ learning process: 
seeks staff suggestions; emphasizes instructional leadership and 
supervision; provides for effective two-way communications; and 
is sensitive to staff and community needs. 

Managing Facilities and Resources: Provision and use of school 
physical plant and other capital resources: buildings are well 
maintained; facilities provide a 3afe environment for students 
and staff; energy conservation, current textbooks; and lunch 
program* 

Labor Relations: Th- extent to which labor relations is handled 
in a fair and equitable manner: equitable salary schedule for 
all employee groups; reasonable fringe benefits; responsible 
negotiations with unions; and keeps public informed about labor 
relations issues affecting the Schools. 

Auxiliary Services and Support Staff: Assistance with curriculum, 
career and personal planning and decision making: readily available 
services; help to high school students to explore career possibi- 
lities; and help in understanding vocational trends. 
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6. Communications/Public Relations: The availability and exchange of 
school system information both internally and externally: schoc ! 
business conducted in manner to inspire confidence and approval; 
students, parents, and staff informed of policies, rules, and 
regulations; public express concerns to board members and adminis- 
trators; public informed of school matters and problems; and 
accurate reporting to the public. 

7. Evaluation. Testing and Research: The extent to which evaluation, 
testing, and research functions are completed: regular testing of 
students in basic subjects; evaluation of schools effectiveness by 
public; staff use of data to improve the learning process; test 
results shared with students and parents: comparison of accomplish- 
ments with achievements; and program evaluation. 

8. State and Federally Funded Programs: Seeks and uses outside funds: 
programs to meet the greatest needs of the schools and special edu- 
cational needs of minority students (bilingual, migrant, and com- 
pensatory education). 

9. Personal Development of the Student: Services and activities that 
are generally non-academic in nature and designed to develop stu- 
dent attitudes: self-reliant, respect for other people, and 
responsible citizenship. 

10. Teacher Values and Expectations: Teacher values, expectations, and 
abilities that guide instructional practice: belief that all chil- 
dren can learn; knowledgeable of curriculum policies and priorities; 
speak and write well; available to help with problems; and emphasis 
on pupil participation. ~ 

11. Discipline: The extent to which the schools carry ou,t discipline 
related policies and procedures: printed policy statement; parental 
notification of problems; administrative support of teachers in stu- 
dent discipline matters; good discipline; assertive discipline pro- 
gram; and teachers motivate students by rewards rather than punish- 
ment . 

12. Staff Development: Activities for staff and board members designed 
to improve knowledge and skills in school-related responsibilities: 
teachers given opportunity to suggest inservice training; partici- 
pation of teachers is encouraged; new board members are given an 
orientation to the school system's operation; inservice training 
improves the teaching skills of instructors; administrators involved 
in continuing education; and inser'ice training programs effectively 
coordinated. 



13. Personnel: Activities involved in hiring and keeping competent 

school employees: the primary purpose of staff evaluation is job 
performance improvement; teaching assignments b&sed on professional 
preparation; hiring practices aimed at obtaining well-prepared 
teachers; Job assignments based on qualifications; and teacher 
dismissals handled in a fair manner. 

3.i8AJ!AVA YTOO 1?38 
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14. General Administration: Administrative action to plan and manage 
financial, physical, and human assets; administrators use sugges- 
tions from staff and the public in planning and decision making; 
closes buildings when situations dictate; allocation of resources 
to high priority objectives; budget presented and interpreted to 
comnunity; budget reflects identified priorities; "rainy day" 
fund maintenance; goals organUvd to show order of importance; 
planning is a continuous process; research findings used in plan- 
ning and improving programs; and positive solution to complaints 
sought. 

15. School Board: Board action to oversee and provide leadership 
toward the management of financial, physical, and human resources: 
governs responsibly; allows opportunities for public input; rates 
the superintendent annually; reaches decisions on the basis of 
background data; works for local control of education; and pro- 
vides leadership in meeting the needs of students, 

16. Library/Media Center: The extent to which the library/media 
center serves to support instruction: provides additional 
instructional materials; seeks teacher input when selecting new 
materials; informs staff of new acquired materials; allows ade- 
quate time for student use; and makes available audio visual 
materials for classroom use. 

What follows in the next section- is an explanation of the major findings 
resulting from an analysis of PNIs. First, function areas are identified 
where there appears to be consensus regarding the existence of a concern. 
Then the elements or items within a function area are explored to gain an 
understanding of specific aspects of the concern. Finally, a summary of major 
findings is provided to highlight observed patterns. 
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MAJOR FINDINGS — SECONDARY 

When c . responses by parents, community members, students, all teacher 
groups, and administrators were combined, three function areas emerged as the 
ones needing the most attention (at or above the 6.37 decision rule discussed 
earlier). In addition, the top three function areas of each respondent group 
were reviewed irrespective of the 6,37 decision rule. This review was moti- 
vated by the fact that averaging might mask one or more functior-s that could 
be considered primary by a particular respondent group or set of respondent 
groups. This examination revealed five additional high priority functions. 

The functions were ranked f^om 1 = greatest need, 2 = second greatest 
need, etc., by considering: the number of groups giving it top priority and 
also its order in the ranking. The function ranking in Table 2 that follows 
is the result of the strategies described above. 
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TABLE 2. TOP RANKING SECONDARY LEVEL FACTION AREAS ACCORDING 
TO PRIORITY NEED INDICES, 1984-85. 



Rank 



Function of Greatest Need 



Priority Need Index 



1 
2 
3 
5 
5 
5 
7 
8 



Staff Development 
Personnel 

Personal Development of the Student 
Labor Relations 

Teacher Values and Expectations 
School Board 

Communications/Public Relations 
Evaluation, Testing and Research 



6.88 (SYT-1)* 

6.73 (SYT-2) 

6.39 (SYT-3) 

8.72 (SE-1), 7.54 (VE-3) 

7.47 (SAD-1), 6.12 (PA-3) 

8.31 (SCE-1), 5.07 (ST-3) 

5.23 (ST-2), 6.60 (CM-3) 

6.25 (SCE-3) 



*The abbreviation in. the parenthesis that follows the PNI gives the name 
of the respondent group it belongs to plus its ranking within the top 
three for that particular group. The abbreviations for the groups polled 
follow. 

SYT s System total of all eleven groups combined. 

SS 1 = Secondary special education teachers in district building level 
2 program. 

S = Special education teachers at Millet Center and all county-wide 

service locations (e.g., Holland Avenue and Early Childhood, etc.), 
SCE = Secondary compensatory edncation teachers (i.e., Chapter 1, Arti- 
cle 3, State Bilingual, Migrant and Bilingual VII). 
EL s Elementary teachers. 
SE = Secondary teachers. 

V2 » Vocational education teacheis at the Aver ill Career Opportunities 
Center. 

AE = Adult education and ABE teachers. 

PA » Parents with students attending the Saginaw Public Schools. 
CM = Community members not included in parent category above. 
SAD » Secondary administrators and degreed professional/technical staff 
members. 
ST = High school students. 
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To get a feeling for change over time we can examine the highest pri- 
ority identified in this needs assessment in comparison to previous needs 
assessments. The chart below gives the former rankings of these functions 
in the past studies. 

Rankings 
1980-81 1976-77 





Junior 


Senior 


Junior 


Senior 


1984-85 


High 


High 


High 


High 


1 


1 


1 


10 


4 


2 


2 


2 


N.A. 


N.A. 


3 


3 


5 


2 


2 



ERJC 



Highest Ranking Functions 
Staff Development 
Personnel 

Personal Development of the Student 
N.A. — Not applicable because no like category. 



As can be seen in the chart above, the secondary level was subdivided 
into a junior and 3enior high level ranking for the former two needs assess- 
ment studies. The 1980-81 needs assessment identified the area of staff 
development (ranked 1 at both junior and senior high levels), personnel 
(ranked 2 at both levels), and personal development of the student (ranked 3 
at the junior and 5 at the senior high levels) in the top five function 
areas needing the most attention. The 1976-77 showed personal development 
of the student (ranked 2 at both levels) and staff development (ranked 10 
and 4 at junior and senior high levels respectively). Note the secondary 
district-wide summary for the past two studies has been altered significantly 
in the following: number of function areas, number of questions per func- 
tion, and number of respondent groups used for analysis/calculations. How- 
ever, the results do tend to suggest that all three areas do continue to be 
priority need areas. 
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The reader should bear in mind that certain function areas such as per- 
sonnel and labor relations for example, may appear as a high needs over time 
because of the personal and sensitive nature of the questions. Not surpris- 



their day to day existence, e.g., personnel evaluations, job assignments, 
grievance procedures and other conditions of employment. Nevertheless, an 
examination of the specific questions within these major areas should help 
determine more about the nature of the problem. 

In looking back over time it is apparent that concerns and perceptions 
do not remaii static even when responses are lumped together and averaged. In 
the 1976-77 survey the number one co. -ems were individualizing instruction 
and evaluation (junior and senior high respectively); number two was personal 
development of the student, and number three evaluation and supervising 
(junior and senior high respectively). Thi^ year evaluation did not rank 
in the top three. Indi*. idualizing instruction is no longer a function area. 
In the 1980-81 survey, the same function areas were included in the top three 
except the third ranked function of educational programs - adult and continu- 
ing education for senior high. 

A listing of priority need values for all function areas for the secon- 
dary district-wide combined total appears in Appendix D together with a 
complete listing of all priority need values by function for all respondent 
groups individually. A more comprehensive listing of the desired, actual, 
need index, and priority need values for all function areas for the secondary 
district-wide combined total appears in Appendix E. Similar listings for the 
other respondent groups appear in Appendices F-M. 



ingly peoole tend to react critically to items which deal with the core of 



BEST COPY AVAILAbi. 



• -t 




At this point s:tention will turn to icems within each of the top ranked 
functions that equelled or exceeded the 6.37 rule. Hopefully by a review of 
the high PNI questions within a particular function area a definition of the 
problem(s) therein will become more evident. The abbreviations for the par- 
ticular respondent i used elsewhere will again te employed, A "blank 
cell" will indicate that the PNI was less than 6.37 and will indicate 
that the question was not asked a particular respondent group and "N.A." will 
indicate that the item was asked but tne responses of the particular group 
were not analyzed for this particular level report. 

The first ranked function area, stsff development, consisted bf five 
items. The four high need priority questions follow for the function area of 
staff development. 
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PRIORITY NEED INDEX 




Percent of 
Respondent 
Categories 
Indicating 

US _L Mm m A 

Hign need 


Staff Development Questions 


Teachers 


PA 


CM 


SAD 


ST 


Sec. 

System 

Total 


ss 1 


s 2 


SCE 


EL 


SE 


VE 


AE 


87. Our schools have an 
effective inservice 
training program for 
improving teaching 
skills. 


10.74 


N.A. 




N.A. 


10.24 


12,03 


9.55 






9.21 




7.90 


67% 


88. Our school adminis- 
trators are involved 
in some type of pro- 
fessional development 
program. 




N.A. 




N.A. 




6.90 


8.65 






6.86 




6.45 


58* 


90. Teachers are actively 
involved in the plan- 
ning, development, 
evaluation and/or 
selection of new 
teaching materials. 


7.68 


N.A. 


7.50 


N.A. 


6.64 


10.76 














58% 


91. Staff development pro- 
grams are effectively 
coordinated. 


10.31 


N.A. 


6.75 


N.A. 


9.05 


12.00 


8.98 






6.85 




8.39 


100% 



ERIC 



All four of the questions (87, 88, 90, and 91) had more than 50% agreement 
that these questions define the high needs in staff development. All respon- 
dent groups (1007.) agree that there needs to be better coordination of staff 
development programs (question 91). There Is 67% agreement that a more effec- 
tive inservice program to improve teaching skills needs to be offered (question 
87). A 58% level of agreement existed for improvements in both administrative 
professional development program (question 88) and teacher involvement in the 
process of selecting new teaching materials (question 90). 

The second greatest priority need area of personnel consisted of eight 
needs assessment items. All eight questions are listed below with their high 
need PNIs shown. 
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Personnel Questions 


PRIORITY NEED INDEX 


Percent of 
Respondent 

Indicating 
High Need 


Teachers 


PA 


CM 


SAD 


ST 


See. 
System 

Total 




s 2 


SCE 


EL 


SE 


VE 


At 


92. The primary purpose of 
staff evaluation is to 
improve job perform- 
ance. 


7.72 


N.A. 




N.A. 


8.06 


10.51 


7.73 












56% 


93. The personnel depart- 
ment hires well pre- 
pared teachers. 


7.48 


N.A. 




N.A. 


6.63 


P. 66 


7.49 


7.62 


6.82 




6.49 


6 n 


80% 


94. Teachers are assigned 
based on their quali- 
fications. 




N.t. 


7.50 


N.A. 








— 


— 


6.74 


— 


6.37 


43% 


95. Dismissal of profes- 
sional employees is 
handled in a fair and 
professional manner. 


6.96 


N.A. 




N.A. 


8.53 


7.27 










— 




38% 


96. Principals are given 
an active^ role in the 
selection of teachers 
for their building 
* staffs. 




N.A. 




N.A. 








— 


— 


6.98 


— 






97. Administrators are 
assigned to jobs for 
which they are quali- 
fied. 


9.47 


N.A. 




N.A. 


8.58 


9.04 


10.32 


7.69 


7.98 




- 


7.15 


78% 


98. Our schools do a good 
job of evaluating 
teachers. 


8.04 


N.A. 




N.A. 


8.20 


12.80 


8.86 


9.39 


7.33 


6.56 




7.63 


89% 


99. Our schools do a good 
job of evaluating 
administrators. 


12.98 


N.A. 




N.A. 


11.43 


12.43 


11.54 


9.27 


7.83 






9.05 


78% 

i •- 
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Five of the eight questions (92, 93, 97, 98, and 99) had more than 507. 
respondent group agreement that these questions define a high need in personnel. 
These questions dealt with teacher and/or administrator hiring, assig .nent , and 
particularly evaluation practices. Again, the reader should recall that th*se 
items hit at the core of every employees day to day existence (job assignment, 
evaluation, lay off, etc.) and are likely to be critically evaluated. Based 
on the system total PNIs administrative evaluations and assignments as well as 
teacher evaluations seem to be the key areas of concern here. 

Personal development of the student, the next highest ranked need area, 
consisted of three questions. These three questions with their associated high 
PNIs follow. 



Personal Development of 
the Student Questions 


PRIORITY NEED INDEX 


Percent of 
Respondent 
Categories 
Indicating 
High Need 


Teachers 


PA 


C« 


SAO ' 


ST 


Sec. 
Systei 

Total 


ss 1 


s 2 


SCE 


EL 


SE 


VE 


AE 


71. Our schools provide 
experiences for devel- 
oping responsible 
citizenship. 


8.25 


N.A. 


6.75 


N.A. 


8.10 


7.31 


6.52 




6.85 


6.44 




6.80 


80% 


72. Our schools teach stu- 
dents problei solving 
techniques. 


9.36 


N.A. 


7.50 


N.A. 


8.71 


9.21 


6.95 


7.29 


6.86 


9.01 




7.57 


90* 


73. Students have oppor- 
tunities to work with 
other students of 
siiilar and dissimilar 
abilities and inter- 
ests. 


7.12 


N.A. 




N.A. 






1 












13% 
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Two of the three questions 71 (developing responsible citizenship) and 72 
(teaching problem solving techniques) had 80% and 90% respondent group agree- 
ment respectively. 

Labor relations, one of the three areas tied for the fifth highest ranking 
function, consisted of five items. All five questions are listed below along 
with their hir,n need PNIs. 





PRIORITY NEED INDEX 


Percent of 
Respondent 
Categories 
Indicating 
High Need 


Labor Relations Questions 


Teachers 


PA 


CN 


SAD 


ST 


Sec. 

Syttea 

Total 




SS 


e 2 
S 


SCE 


EL 


SE 


VE 


a r 

AE 


49. Our schools have a 
fair salary schedule 
for all employee 
classifications. 


7.35 


N.A. 




N.A. 


7.47 


14.55 














34% 


50. The fringe benefits for 
all employees are rea- 
sonable. 




N . A . 


10.00 


N.A. 


6.52 


11.74 














34% 


51. Our school systei keeps 
the public informed 
about labor relations 
issues affecting the 
schools. 


6.89 


N.0. 


7.50 


N.A. 


8.23 


8.49 


6.93 










6.41 


67%- 


52. Our school systei nego- 
tiates with unions in 
a fair and equitable 
■anner. 


10.13 


N.A. 


7.50 


N.A. 


11.55 


13.79 


10.32 










7.35 


67% 


53. Employee grievances are 
handled in a profes- 
sional ■anner. 


9.20 


N.A. 




N.A. 


9.84 




8.98 












43% 



BEST COPY AVAILABLE 

20 



Two of the five questions 51 (informing the public of labor relations 
issues affecting the schools) and 52 (fair and equitable negotiations with 
unions) had more than 50% respondent group agreement that these represent 
high need issues. Obviously the teacher cohorts were responsible for making 
this a high need function area and it appears they were most concerned with 
the perceived fairness of negotiations. As with the personnel function, 
labor relations deals with matters directly affecting each employee and which 
are obviously likely to be critically reviewed. 

Teacher values and expectations, another one of the three areas tied 
for the fifth highest ranked function, was made up of six items. The six 
teacher values and expectation items are displayed below along with the asso- 
ciated high PNIs by respondent groups. 
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Teacher Values and 
Expectations Questions 


PRIORITY NEEO INDEX 


Percent of 
Rmoondftntr 

rtcs)/ v ii u« ii v 

Categories 

Indicating 
Hiflh Need 

M4bUt< WWW 


Teachers 


PA 


CN 


SAO 


ST 


Sec. 
Systea 

Total 


ss 1 


s 2 


SCE 


EL 


SE 


VE 


AE 


74. Our teachers act like 
they believe that all 
children can learn. 


7;94 


N.A. 




N.A. 












8.86 






20% 


75. Teachers coaaunicate 

effectively. 


8.74 


N.A. 




N.A. 




6.84 


6.59 


6.88 


6.75 


8.19 




6.71 


70% 


76. Our teachers eaphasize 
active student partici- 
pation in their 
classes. 




N.A. 


7.50 


N.A. 




6.98 




— 


— 


6.51 






38% 


77. Teachers work on accom- 
plishing the instruc- 
tional goals and 
objectives for stu- 
dents. 




N.A. 




N.A. 












6.83 








78. Teachers teach at the 

correct lcvci vi uii ii— 
culty to proaote stu- 
dent learning. 


6.85 


N.A. 


7.50 


N.A. 




9.09 








7.36 






40% 


79. Our teachers explain 
and deaonstrate rather 
than just assign seat 
work. 




N.A. 


7.50 


N.A. 




6.98 




6.45 




7.U 




■ 


40JT 



Of the six questions with high PNIs, only item 75 (teachers communicate 
effectively) had more than 50% respondent group agreement. 

The school board, the last of the three areas tied for the fifth highest 
ranked function, was defined by a set of eight items. The six issues with one 
or more high need PNIs for any respondent group are presented below. 
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School 8oard Questions 


PRIORITY NEED INDEX 


Percent of 
Respondent 
Categories 
Indicating 
High Need 


Teachers 


PA 


CH 


SAD 


ST 


Sec. 
Systea 

Total 


ss 1 


s 2 


SCE 


EL 


SE 


VE 


AE 


108. Our school board is a 
responsible governing 
body. 


8.76 


N.A. 


7.50 


N.A. 


6.88 




6.58 


6.53 










50% 


109. The agenda of the 
Board of Education 
■eetings provide a:i 
opportunity for the 
public to be heard. 




N.A, 


7.50 


N.A. 




6.37 










— 




23% 


110. The school board aea- 
bers take an effort 
to keep informed. 


9.38 


N.A. 


10.00 


N.A. 


8.38 


6.87 


7.82 


6.54 






— 


7.41 




113. The school board works 
to preserve local con- 
trol of public educa- 
tion. 




N.A. 


8.00 


N.A. 
















i 


12% 


114. School board aeibers 
are known by the coa- 
■unity. 




N.A. 


10.00 


N.A. 




6.82 




6.91 








6.47 




115. Our school board pro- 
vides leadership in 
■eeting the needs of 
students. 


8.83 


N.A. 


6.75 


N.A. 

i 


7.65 


9.62 


7.59 


6.90 








6.63 


70* 



Three items concerning the school board (108 - responsible governance, 
110 - effort to keep informed, and 115 - leadership to me*;, student needs) 
showed percentages of agreement equal to or in excess of 507.. Approximately 
three quarters (78%) of the responding groups felt school board members should 
make more of an effort to be informed about school business. Almost equally 
as large of a group (70%) perceived needed improvements in board leadership 
in meeting the needs of students. Exactly half of the respondent groups (507.) 
felt the school board should improve its governance of school business. 
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The seventh greatest need area communications/public relations, consisted 
of four original questions. The two communications and public relations ques- 
tions with one or more high PNIs are presented below. 





PRIORITY NEED INDEX 


Percent of 
Respondent 
Categories 
Indicating 
High Need 


Conunications and 
Public Relations Questions 


Teachers 










Sec. 

Systti 

Total 




ss l 


s 2 


SCE 


EL 


SE 


VE 


AE 


PA 


CN 


SAD 


ST 


59 The district conducts 
business in * tanner 
that inspires public 
confidence. 


9.74 


N.A. 


7.50 


N.A. 


8.27 


9.18 


6.54 


7.37 


8.21 






7.58 


89% 


60. Our school systei 
provides the general 
public with accurate 
reports on its per- 
formance. 


8.64 


N.A. 


6.75 


N.A. 


7.59 


9.90 




7.56 


7.76 






6.62 


70X 



Both communications/public relations questions (60 - provides accurate 
reports on its performance and 59 - conducts business that inspires public^ 
confidence) showed respondent group agreement with a high ^.eed in excess of 
50. The issue of conducting business to inspire public confidence showed the . 
greatest need for improvement with 89% agreement. The issue of providing 
accurate reports on school district performance showed the second greatest 
need with 707 e agreement. 

The last greatest need area of evaluation, testing, and research con- 
sisted of six items. The four questions with one or more high need PNIs are- 
supplied below. 
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PRIORITY NEEO INOEX 


Percant of 
Raspondant 
uategor las 
Indicating 
High Naad 


Evaluation. Tasting and 
Research Quastions 


Taachars 










Sec. 
System 

Total 


SS 


S 


5Cc 


CI 


at 


ft 


AC 


PA 


CA 


SAO 


ST 


63. Our district regularly 
tasts studants in the 
basic subjects. 




N.A. 


7.50 


N.A. 


















lOt 


64. The district provides 
the community with 
information about the 
effactivanass of its 
schools. 


6.37 


N.A. 




N.A. 




6.54 




6.80 


6.47 








45* 


65. Instructional program 
evaluation is accom- 
plished by comparing 
actual results with 
the goals and objec- 
tives of the program. 


7.11 


N.A. 




N.A. 












6.82 






29% 


68. Test results are shared 
with parents. 




N.A. 


10.00 


N.A. 


















20* 



None of the evaluation, testing, and research items had respondent group 
agreement at 50% or above. Forty-five percent did feel the evaluation depart- 
ment could provide more information to the community about the effectiveness of 
its schools. 
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SUMMARY-' SECONDARY 

The purpose of this study was to identify areas of need within the school 
district. According to the perceptions of administrators, teachers, parents, 
cotwnunity members, and students, the following eight functions emerged as the 
highest need areas. 



1 Staff Development 

2 Personnel 

3 Personal Development of the Student 
5 Labor Relations 

5 Teacher Values and Expectations 

5 School Board 

7 Communications/Public Relations 

8 Evaluation, Testing and Research 



The above system total priorities were determined on the basis of com- 
bining the results of eight respondent groups. In addition', this process 
included dealing with as many as 121 questions spread across 19 function 
areas. The mathematical system used to quantify priorities, though not per- 
fect, provides a meaningful way to summarize the data in a systematic fashion. 
Summarization seldom if ever captures the total complexity of the subject 
under study, such is the case with the present needs assessment summary. 
This means that the process of averaging results was complex and the indi- 
vidual who wants to understand what causes an area to be considered a high 
priority should study the respondent group results by questions within a 
function. 

At least three trends were fairly noticeable. First was that the bulk 
of the areas of greatest concern dealt with w&ys to bring about changes in 
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personnel, labor relations, and staff development policies to maintain pro- 
ductive and well-trained school employees. For example, teachers expressed 
concerns about ways to improve staff evaluation, handling employee grievances, 
offering an effective inservice program to improve teaching skills, and coor- 
dinating staff development programs — factors that in part add up to more effec 
tive schools through staff willingness to change and improve while on the job. 

The second trend was that communications at all levels needs to be 
improved. Teachers and the public see a necessity for teachers to communicate 
more effectively. Both the public and professional staff desire a more "accu- 
rate" general reporting of school system performance both in an academic as 
well as a business sense. Parents and teachers desire school board members to 
provide informed responses to school matters and play more of a leadership 
role in communicating needed improvements in school programming. 

Clearly noticeable was the trend for respondents to be most concerned 
with factors connected to the type of contact they had with the schools. For 
example, students expressed one of their strongest concerns about hiring the 
best prepared teachers .possible, while parents were concerned more about 
teachers giving additional help to students having difficulty. 

Another useful purpose the reports can serve is for specialized applica- 
tions such as when the clientele of interest is a single group. The detailed 
information provided offers insight into what the needs and concerns of a 
particular group were. Thus the report has many professional uses. For 
example, the supervisor of staff development can review the responses of 
secondary teachers specifically and get some feel for the training needs of 
this group. A couple of aids have been constructed to assist the specialized 
pser with this task. Appendix Q, which contains detailed information for each 
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respondent group by question, should be of great value in translating a pri- 
ority for a specific group into a full blown plan to address their concern(s). 
A graphic summary of all functions along with information about the relative 
need value of the functions theraelves and the high need questions within a 
function area is presented in Appendix 0. 

Finally, in developing plans to meet the needs specified, consideration 
should also be given to the information contained in the companion document 
(Secondary Level, Part II) which dealt with educational issues rather than 
functions. 
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APPENDIX A. 



TABLE A.l. GROUPS SURVEYEO A NO RETURN RATES FOR THE 1985 
COMPREHENSIVE SCHOOL-CORRUNITY NE^OS ASSESSMENT 



Groups Surveyed 


Count and Oeccription 
of Individuals in 
Staple or Population 


Returns 
# 


X 


Parent* (PA) 


A randoa saaple of 6,603 parents uho had students 
enrolled in the School District of the City of 
Saginau during the 1984*85 school year. 


772 


12 


Cosaunity Neabers (CN) 


A randoa saaple of 2,684 non-parents uho voted in 
the Moveaber, 1984 presidential election. 


159 


6 


Administrators (AD) 


All 123 administrators or degreed professional, 
technical ntaff paid March 15, 1985. 


91 


74 


Special Education Staff Serving 
or Based in^Regular Education 

Riii 1 A\ nn 1 ^ ) 


All 133 S special tducation staff paid Narch 15, 
1985. 


105 


79 


Special Education Staff Based 
in • ^atrial i7A(4 Center [i«i ta 
Millet, Holland Avenue, and 
Earlv Childhood) (S ) 


All 56 S soecial education staff paid Narch 15, 
1985. 


24 


43 


Compensatory Education Teachers 

(CE) 


All 85 coapensatory education teachers paid 
March 15, 1985. ~ 


58 


68 


Vocational Education Teachers 

(VE) 


All 44 teachers at the Averill Career Opportunities 
Center (COC) paid March 15, 1935. 




52 


Eleaentary Teachers (EL) 


All 351 eleaentary teachers paid March 15, 1985. 


273 


78 


Secondary Teachers (SE) 


All 323 secondary teachers, excluding COC teachers, 
paid March 15, 1985. 


137 


42 


Adult, Adult Basic, and Adult 
Continuing Education Teachers 

(AE) 

Students (ST) 


All 69 aduit and continuing education teachers paid 
HarciTlS, 1985. 

A saaple of approxiaately 462 students froa grades 
10, 11, and 12 of both high schools. 

,i , * 


24 
434 

! 
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A STUDY OF ITEM RESPONSE BIAS: PARENT AND COMMUNITY MEMBER SAMPLES 

A study of the preceding Table A.l reveals that 12% of the parents and 6% 
of the co mm unity members returned questionnaires, or a combined parent /community 
member total of 10% (931 of 9,287) returned complete instruments. What differ- 
ence, if any, existed between the 10% and the 90% who chose not to return their 
questionnaires? 

There are a number of strategies to answer that question. A. N. Oppenheim 
(1964, p. 34) in his book entitled, Qu estionnaire Design and Attitude Measure- 
ment discusses a number of these techniques. 

The approach chosen for this study was to compare early respondents with 
late respondents in terms " their answers to the questionnaire. Researchers 
have found that respondents who returned completed instruments late closely 
resembled non-respondents in their attitudes and opinions. Thus by comparing 
late and early response patterns an idea, of whether non-respondents differ can 
be obtained. 

Three educational issue questions were chosen to compare the responses of 
typical and late responding parents/community members. A chi-square test of 
significance for proportions was the statistical test of choice. The null 
hypothesis was that of no difference between the two groups (typical and late 
respondents) in the proportions responding to any option on the three selected 
multiple choice questions. The alternate hypothesis was that a greater portion 
of either typical or late respondents would choose one or more than the other 
options with greater frequency. The alpha level was set at .05 with a two tailed 
test being indicated. 
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APPENDIX A 

Table A. 2 below gives che cell frequencies and marginal totals of responses 
per question for typical (T) and late (L) respondents. The calculated chi-square 
value (x 2 ) and the probability (P) associated with the calculated value are also 
recorded for each question. 

TABLE A. 2. CHI-SQUARES USED TO TEST DIFFERENCES BETWEEN TYPICAL (T) 
AND LATE (L) PARENT/COMMUNITY MEMBERS ON THREE 
"SELECTED EDUCATIONAL ISSUES* 

124. During the past few years, would you say that the Saginaw Public School system 
h*s been getting better in quality, getting worse or staying about the same. 





Better 


Worse 


Same 


Total 


T 


239 


360 


153 


752 


L 


39 


44 


17 


100 




278 


404 


170 


852 




2 

x ■ 


2.18 


df » 2 






P » 


0.66 







126 



. How well does your school board represent the opinions of people like yourself? 





Very 
Well 


Somewhat 


Not Too 
Well 


Not Well 
At All 


Don't 
Know 


Total 


T 


70 


281 


137 


80 


246 


814 


L 


8 


45 


10 


7 


33 


103 




78 


326 


147 


87 


279 - 


917 



x 2 = 6.11 df 



0.80 
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136, How well informed are you about the Quality of education in the Saginaw Public 
Schools? 

Well Somewhat Not Too 

Informed Informed Well Informed Total 

X 176 463 161 800 

L 26 52 25 103 

202 515 186 903 

x 2 « 2.06 d£ - 2 

P * .64 



Table A. 3 below summarizes the chi-square statistics, their associated 
probabilities, and the decision relative to each for the three selected educa- 
tional issues. 



TABLE A. 3. DECISIONS RELATED TO CHI-SQUARES OF DIFFERENCES OR LACK OF THEM 
BETWEEN TYPICAL AND LATE RESPONDENTS ON THREE QUESTIONS . 



Question 


Chi-Square 


Associated 

Probability 


Decision Relative to 
"No Difference 11 
(Null Hypothesis) 


124. Saginaw Schools 
Getting Better? 


2.18 


.66 


Don't Reject 


125. School Board 
Represents Opinions? 


6.11 


.80 


Don't Reject 


136. Informal About 
Quality of Education? 


2.06 


.64 


Don't Reject 
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A perusal of Table A.3 reveals chac che hypothesis of no difference between 
late and typical respondents cannot be rejected. Thus it seems safe to assume 
that the responses obtained from typical parent s and community members would be 
much like those from non-responding parents and community members. 
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APPENDIX B 



TABLE B.l. OBSERVED PRIORITY NEED INDEX (PNI ; LIMITS FOR FUNCTION AREAS AND 
QUESTIONS BY RESPONDENT GROUP AND SYSTEM SECONDARY TOTAL. 













OBSERVED PRIORITY NEED 


INDEX 










Limits 


Teachers 










System 
Total 




1* 

SS 


s 2 


SCE 


EL 


SE 


VE 


AE 


PA 


CM 


SAD 


ST 


Highest Question 


12.98 


NA** 


15.00 


NA 


11.55 


13.79 


NA 


9.39 


9.39 


9.21 


6.93 


9.05 


Highest Function 


8.67 


NA 


8.31 


NA 


8.72 


8,34 


NA 


7.79 


6.85 


7.47 


6.49 


6.88 


Lowest Function 


5.11 


NA 


0.00 


NA 


4.43 


3.32 


NA 


3.58 


1.52 


2.77 


2.99 


3.60 


Lowest Question 


0.63 


NA 


0.00 


NA 


0.96 


- 1.14 


NA 


. 1.87 


0.48 


0.25 


1.04 


1.55 



5 
s 

© 

M 
X 



*Groups polled 

i: 

SCE = 

EL = 

SE = 

VE = 

AE = 

PA = 

CM = 
SAD = 

ST = 



Special education teachers in district building level program. 

Special education teachers at Millet Center and. all county-wide servic* locations (e.g., Holland Avenue and 
Early Childhood, etc.). 

Compensatory education teachers (i.e., Chapter 1, Article 3, State Bilingual, Migrant and Bilingual VII). 
Elementary teachers. 
Secondary teachers. 

Vocational education teachers at the Averill Career Opportunities Center. 
Adult Education and ABE teachers. 

Parents with students attending the Saginaw p, *:lic Schools. 
Community mer* ,rs not included in parent category above. 
Administrators and degreed professional/technical staff members. 
High school students. 



**NA s Not applicable for this particular report. 
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APPENDIX C 



TABLE C.l. FUNCTION HEADINGS AND NUMBER OF ASSOCIATED 
QUESTIONS BY RESPONDENT GROUP* 







Number of Questions 


Asked Che 




Function Headings 


Following Respondent Groups 






1 


p 

* 


A 

n 


s 


1 A 


Frfur »r i nnfl 1 Proorafflt — Elementary 


10 


1U 


1 n 
1 u 


j 


1 C 


caucac ion* i r r pgrara» *• getunuity 


11 


11 


1 1 
1 1 


1 n 

1U 




coucac lone k * r ugt«in» jucv.ii i w j. vu 


a 
0 


E 

J 


o 


i 

X 


ID, 


LGucacionai rro grains — Aouit <* ^wuLiuuiug 
Education 


5 


t 


0 


u 


2. 


Leadership by Principals 


6- 


4 


6 


5 


3. 


Managing Facilities & Resources 


6 


6 


6 


6 


4. 


Labor Relations 


5 


4 


5 


0 


5. 


Auxiliary Services & Support Staff 


5 


5 


5 


5 


6. 


Communications/Public Relations 


4 


3 


4 


1 


7. 


Evaluation, Testing &. Research 


6 


5 


6 


3 


8. 


State & Federally Funded Programs 


2 


1 


2 


0 


9. 


Personal Development of the Student 


3 


2 


3 


3 


10. 


Teacher Values & Expectations « 


6 


5 


6 


6 


11. 


Discipline 


7 

/ 


7 


7 


6 


12. 


Staff Development 


4 


1 


5 


0 


13. 


Personnel 


8 


6- 


8 


1 


14. 


General Administration 


7 


6 


8 


1 


15. 


School Board 


8 


7 


8 


2 


16. 


Library/Media Center 


6 


0 


0 


0 


TOTAL 


117 


90 


115 


53 



*Code for respondents: T » Teachers 

P » Parenc-s and Community Members 
A » Administrators 
S » Students 
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APPENDIX D 

SAGINAW DISTRICT-WIDE RESPONSES TO SCHOOL-COMMUNITY SURVEY 
RANKED ACCORDING TO FUNCTION FROM HIGHEST TO LOWEST 
PRIORITY NEED INDEX— SPRING, 1985 
SECONDARY LEVEL 



PRIORITY NEED INOEX 



BY SYSTEM TOTAL . 

PRIORITY HFFD TMDTCFS 


SYSTER 


TEACHERS 


PA 


CN 


SAO 


ST 


TOTAL 


1* 

SS 


5 2 


SCE 


EL 


SE 


VE 


AE 


Staff Develooaent 


6.88 


8.67 


I.A. 


5.94 


N.A. 


7.95 


8.34 


N.A. 


5.69 


5.15 


6.25 




Personnel 


8.73 


7.76 


I.A. 


4.29 


N.A. 


7.86 


7.75 


N.A. 


7.79 


6.64 


5.31 


6.4$ 


Perronal Development of the Student 


6.39 


8.23 


I.A. 


6.44 


N.A. 


6.99 


5.16 


I.A. 


6.76 


6.65 


5.90 


4.78 


Labor Relations 


5.91 


7.72 


I.A. 


6.00 


N.A. 


8.72 


7.54 


I.A. 


4.67 


3.29 


3.19 




Teacher Values and Expectations 


5.90 


6.85 


N.A. 


5.83 


I.A. 


5.59 


4.79 


I.A. 


8.12 


5.86 


7.47 


< 


Leadership by Principals 


5.59 


7.48 


I.A. 


3.69 


N.A. 


6.18 


7.4S 


I.A. 


5.57 


5.37 


4.16 


4.81 


Educational Proaraae-Secondary 


.5.55 


6.67 


I.A, 


5.42 


I.A. 


5.50 


5.52 


fi.A. 


5.66 


5.76 


5.79 


3.84 


School Board 


5.43 


5.91 


I.A. 


8.31 


I.A. 


5.18 


4.73 


I.A. 


6.07 


5.26 


2.77 


5.01 


Auxiliary Services and Support Staff 


5.37 


6.71 


I.A. 


5.00 


I.A. 


6.16 


4.96 


I.A. 


5.63 


4.66 


5.69 


4.01 


Coiiunications/Public Relations 


5.16 


6.33 


I.A. 


4. 16 


N.A. 


5.03 


5.00 


I.A. 


5.7* 


6.60 


3.16 


5.2; 


Educational Progrue-Eletentary 


5.05 


6.5t 


I.A. 


2.71 


I*A. 


6.16 


6.29 


I.A. 


4.81 


5.30 


5.17 


3.2( 


Discipline 


5.04. 


6.32 


I.A. 


4.22 


N.A. 


5.96 


6.64 


I.A. 


4.67 


5.75 


3.79 


2.9! 


Library/Media Center 


5.00 


6.42 


I.A. 


1.2! 


N.A. 


4.94 


7.40 


I.A- 










Evaluation, Testing and Research 


4.99 


5.8S 


I.A. 


t.2! 


N.A. 


4.81 


4.58 


I.A. 


5.27 


5.16 


4.11 


3.8J 


General Administration 


4.91 


5.82 


H.h. 


5.5* 


N.A. 


4.91 


5.85 


I.A. 


4.95 


4.69 


3.52 


3.9! 


Managing Facilities and Resources 


4.71 


5.71 


N.A. 


4.83 


N.A. 


5.41 


4.65 


I.A. 


4.68 


3.92 


3.57 


4.8! 


Educational Programs-Special Educatfjn 


4 28 


6. IS 


I.A. 


3 j 3* 


N.A. 


4.43 


3.64 


N.A. 


4.75 


3.43 


4.16 


4.0! 


Educational Programs-Adult i Cont. Ed. 


4.23 


5.11 


N.A. 


0.4( 


N.A. 


5.58 


6.43 


N.A. 


3.56 


2.92 


5.50 




State and Federally Funded Programs 


3.60 


7.02 


N.A. 


0.0( 


N.A. 


5.40 


3.32 


N.A. 


4,08 


1.52 


3.87 




Average For All Functions 


5.30 


6.71 


N.A. 


4.41 


N.A. 


5.93 


5.80 


N.A. 


5.40 


4.90 


4.63 


4.4i 



N.A, - Not Applicable 



ERIC 



♦Groups Polled: 

- Special Education teachers in district building level prograa. 
S - Special Education teachers at Millet Center and all county-tide service locations 

(e.g., Holland Avenue and Early Childhood, etc.). 
SCE ■ Compensatory Education teachers (i.e., Chapter 1, Article 3, jtate Bilingual, Migrant 

and Bilingual VII). 
EL - Elementary teachers. 
SE - Secondary teachers. 

VE • Vocational Education teachers at the Averill Career Opportunities Center. 
AE - Adult Education and A8E teachers. 

PA - Parents with students attending the Saginaw Public Schools. 
CM - Community aeabers not included in parent category above. 

SAD - Administrators and dejr^ jjrgfessional/ technical staff aeabers. BEST COPY AVAILABLE 



- Administrators and decreed profession 

v/ a' 
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APPENDIX B 
SECONDARY COMBINED GROUPS 
AVERAGE "DESIRED" AND "ACTUAL" RESPONSES TO SCHOOL-COMMUNITY 
SURVEY RANKED ACCORDING TO FUNCTION FROM HIGHEST TO 
LOWEST PRIORITY NEED INDEX— SPRING. 198!. 



FUNCTION 


Rank 


Desired 


Accuai 


N««d 

i viae a 


Priority 
Need Index 


Staff Development 


1 


4.67 


3.19 


1 .«*7 


6 gg 


Personne 1 m 


2 


4,74 


i n 
3.31 


1 LI 


6.73 


Personal Development of the Student 


3 


4,63 


^.2-1 


1 .JO 


6.39 


Labor Relations 


4 


A 

4.00 


«> . **v 


1.26 


3.91 


Teacher Values 4 Expectations 






3 46 


1.23 


3.90 


Leadership by Principals 


0 


4 62 


3.41 


1.21 


5.39 


Educational Programs— Secondary 


7 


4.64 


3.45 


1.19 


C CI 

5.55 




8 


4.60 


3.42 


« .A 

1.18 


J . 


Auxiliary Services 4 Support Staff 


9 


4.67 


3.52 


1 .15 




Communications/Public Relations 


10 


4.60 


3.48 


1 . 1 J 




Educational Programs— Elementary 


11 


4.66 


3.57 


1 "ftO 
1 .Ut 




Discipline 


12 


4.67 


3.59 


1.08 


5.04- 


Library/Media Center 


13 


/ ^ A 

4.78 


3.72 


1 HA 


5 Qfi 

J . w 


Evaluation, Testing & Research 


14 


4.61 


3.33 


1.08 


# AA 


General Administration 


IS 


4.36 


3.48 


1.08 


4.91 


Managing Facilities 4 Resources 


16 


4.63 


3.62 


1 L.02 


4.7.1 - 


Educational Programs— Special Education 


17 


4.68 


3.77 


0.91 


4.28 


Educational Programs—Adult 4 Cont. Educ. 


18 


4.69 


3.79 


0.90 


4.23 


State 4 Federally Funded Programs 


19 


4.62 


3.83 


0.77 


3.60 


Ave rase For ALL Function 




4.63 


1 3.32 


1.14 


5.30 



JJHAJtAVA YS03T238 
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APPENDIX F 

SECONDARY TEACHERS (SE) 

AVERAGE ..DESIRED" AND "ACTUAL" RESPONSES ^ SCH^OMMUNIT. 
SURVEY RANKED ACCORDING TO FUNCTION FROM HIGHEST TO 
LOWEST PRIORITY NEED INDEX— SPRING, 1985. 



FUNCTION 


Rank 


Dasired 


Actual 


Naed 
Index 


Priority 
Need Indax 


Labor RtUtion* - 


I 


4.78 1 


2.96 


1.82 


8.72 


Staff Dtveloptatnc 
Parionital 

Personal Development of the Student 


2 
3 
4 


4.67 1 
4.80 1 
4.72 1 


2.97 
3.16 
3.24 


1.70 
1.64 
1.48 


7.95 
7.86 
6.99 


Educational Programs— El— ntary 

Auxiliary Services 4 Support Staff 


5 

6.S. 


4.68 [ 
4.63 1 


3.36 
3.29 


1.32 
1.33 


6.18 
6 16 


Leadership by Principals 


6.5 


4.68 1 


3.36 


1.32 


6.16 


Di»cipltn« 


8 


4;73 


3.47 


1.26 


5.96 


Ttechtr 4 Expectations 


9 


4~75 


3.58 


1.18 


5.59 


Educational Programs— Adult 4 Cone. Educ. 


10 


4.75 


3.58 


1.17 


5.58 


Education*' Programs— Sscondary 


11 


4.66 


| 3.48 


1.18 


5.50 


Managing Facilities 4 R« sources 


12 


4.70 


3.35 


1.15 


5.41 


Statt 4 Federally Fundad Programs 


13 


4.72 


1 3.37 


1.13 


5.40 


.'chool Board 


14 


4.65 


| 3.33 


1.11 


5.18 


Communications/Public Relations 


IS 


4.69 


T 3.62 


1.07 


5.03 


Library/Media Center 


16 


4.72 


j 3.67 


1.05 


4.94 


General Administration 


17 


4.59 


1 3.32 


1.07 


4.91 


Evaluation, Testing 4 Research 


18 


4.63 


1 3.60 


1.04 


4.81 


Educational Programs— Special Education 


19 


4.68 


1 3.74 


0.95 


4.43 


Average For All Function 




4.70 


1 3.43 


1.26 


3.93 
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APPENDIX C 

cproMTiARY COMPENSATORY EDUCATION TEACHERS (SCE) 
AVERAGE ™*"*C™L>> RESPONSES TO SCHOOL-COMMUNITY 

SURVEY RANKED ACCORDING TO FUNCTION FROM HIGHEST TO 
LOWEST PRIORITY NEED INDEX—SPRING, 1985. 



Priority 
N««d Indtx 
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APPENDIX H i 
SECONDARY SPECIAL EDUCATION" TEACHERS (SS )* 
AVERAGE "DESIRED" AND "ACTUAL" RESPONSES TO SCHOOU-COMMUNITY 
SURVEY RANKED ACCORDING TO FUNCTION FROM HIGHEST TO 
LOWEST PRIORITY NEED INDEX— SPRING , 1985. 





Rank 


D«slr«d 


Actual 


N««d 
Index 


Priority 
N««d Indtx 




1 


4 # 77 




1 82 


8.67 


Personal Development of tht Studtnt 


2 


a ai 




1.71 


8.23 




3 


a 


3 22 


1.61 


7.76 




A 


4.80 


3.19 


1.61 


7.72 


Leadership by Principals 




4.77 


3.21 


1.56 


7.46 


State 4 Federally Funded Programs 


6 


4.88 


3.44 


1.44 


7.02 


Teacher values & Expectations 


7 


4.88 


3.47 


1.40 


6.85 


Auxiliary services • auppwrt 


8 


4.84 


3.43 


1.40 


6.78 


Educat lona l if rograms—^oecwwiary 


9 


4.76 . 


3.36 


1.40 


6.67 




10 


4.75 


3.37 


1.38 


T58 


T <i Hrarv/M«dia Center 


11 


4^83 


3.51 


1.33 


T42 ~ 


Communications /Pub lie RtlaCions 


12 


4.81 


3.49 


1.32 


6.33 


Discipline 


13 


4.82 


3.51 


1.31 


6.32 


F^nr«r4onal Proarams—~Soeciai Education 


14 


4.94 


3.69 


1.25 


6.19 


School Board 


IS 


I 4.71 


3.44 


1.27 


5.99 


Evaluation, Testing & Research 


16 


4.81 


3.58 


1.22 


5.89 


General Administrarion 


17 


4.68 


3.44 


1.24 


| 5.82 


Managing Facilities & Resources 


18 


4.78 


3.58 


1.20 


| 5.73 


Educational Programs— Adult & Cont. Educ. 


19 


4.83 


3.80 


1.05 


5.11 


Average For All Function 




4.81 


3.41 


1.40 


6.71 



•SS 1 • S«condsry spscisl .ducsllon t«.ch.rs bss.d In (or itrvlng) . rtyiUr sscondsry 
building including support ..evicts of socUl vorksrs .nd school psycholotlscs. 
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APPENDIX I 
VOCATIONAL EDUCATION TEACHERS (VE)* 
AVERAGE "DESIrS^ACTUAL" RESPONDS TO 

SURVEY RANKED ACCORDING TO FUNCTION FROM HIGHEST TO 
LOWEST PRIORITY NEED INDEX— SPRING, 1985. 



FUNCTION 



Rank 



Staff Development 



Personnel 
Labor Relations 
Leaders hip by Princip als 
Library/Madia Cantor 
Discipline 

Educational Programs—Adult 4 Cont. Educ. 
Education I Programs— Elamantary 
Ganaral Adainistration 
Educational Programs— Secondary 
Parsonal Development of tha Studant 



Desired Actual 



4.62 



2.82 



4.66 
4.63 
4.34 
4.38 
4.78 
4.61 
4i63 



2.99 
3.00 
2.90 
2.97 
3.39 
3.22 
3.27 



4.46 
4.64 
4.63 



3.13 
3.46 
T.31, 



Communications/Public Relations 
Auxiliary Services 4 Support Staff 
Teacher Values 4 Expectations 



12 



School Board 
Managing Facilities 4 Resources 
Evaluation, Testing 4 Research 



Educational Programs— Special Education 
Scace 4 Federally Funded Programs 



18 
19 



4.32 



3.41 



4.67 
4.72 



3.60 
3.70 



4.60 
4.63 
4.64 



3.57 
3.63 
3.63 



Need 

Index 



1.80 



1.66 
1.63 
1.64 
1.62 
1.39 
1.40 
1.36 



Priority 
Need Index 



8.34 



7.73 
7.34 
7.43 
7.40 
6.64 
6.43 



1.31 
"Tl9 

1.-12 



6.29 



3.83 



1.11 



1.07 
1.02 



4.62 



3.78 



1.03 
1.00 
0.99 

"oTm 



4.36 



3.83 



0.73 



3.32 
5.18 



3.00 



4.98 
4.79 



4.73 
4.65 
4.58 



3.84 



3.32 



Average For All Function 



4.62 



3.36 



1.26 



3.80 



*YE « Teaching staff at the Averill Carter Opportunities Center. 
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APPIWIX J 

parents (pa)* 

AVERAGE "OESmO" AHO "ACTUAL" EMJO^ES ^^"g*™ 
SURVEY RANKED ACCOROISC TO rUNCTION fROB RICHEST TO 
UWEST PRIORITY SEED tKOEX— SPRIKC, 1985. 




-PA . tonnes having chitdrtn o( «ehool >(l or youn,.r In ch.tr houwhoU. 
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APPENDIX *" 







Need 

Index 


PTioricy 
Need Index 


FUNCTION 1 1 


Uak Deetred 


Actual 


Personal Development of the Student 1 


1. 1 4.46 1 


2.92 


1.34 _ 


6.83 


Personntl j 
Cotonun icat lons/ruoiic tieie^iwns^^^^^^^^ 

mm i~ t»_ 1 ,«^ — If umr P jp j i**> n < 1 

Teacher Values ana txpeccacion>^_^^_^^^ 

Educational rrograws-aeconqgry l 

Discipline j 
Leadership fay Principe is I 


2 

_3 1 

4 j 

3 

6 

7 1 


4.37 
4.36 
4.46 
4.49 


3.11 
' 3.11 
3.13 
321 


1.43 
1.43 
1.31 _ 
1.28 


6.64 
6.60 
3.86 
3.76 


4.44 
4.43 1 


3.14 1 
3.24 


1.30 
1.21 


3.73 
3.37 * 


mm A _ . _ » - 0««**ilfllt^M I AfBAftp* M I" ^/ 1 


8 4.48 


3.29 


1.18 


3.36 


Educational programs— c»iet— ntiry | 

School Board ' 


9 \ 4.31 


3.34 1 


1.17 


3.29 


Eva luatlon» Testing & Kesearcn 


10 


4.41 


3.24 ! 


1.13 


- 3.16 -- 




U 


4.31 


3.37- 


1.14 


3.13 ' 


^tat^^eveiopjjen^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^ 

^AAirfll Administration 


12 


4.37 


1 3.30 


1 .07 


4.69 


Auxiliary Services & Support Staff 


13 


4.42 


3.37 


1.03 


. 4 ..66 


Managing Facilities & Resources 


14 


4.41 


3.33 


1 0.89 


3»ra 


Educational Programs-Special Education 


13 


4.41 


3.63 


0.78 


3.43 


Labor Relations 


16 


4.29 


3.32 


0.77 


3.29 




17 


I 4.43 


3.80 


0.66 


2.92 


Statu & Federally Funded Programs 


18 


4.01 


3.63 


0.38 


1.32 














Average For All Function 




4.43 


1 3.33 


1. 10 


4.90. 



<*CM ^Fon-Qaren£ community member, 
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APPdOIX L 

,V*RACE ^^C^^S ^CHOOL^CCMMU.m 

surv£ ranked according to function from highest to 
lovsst priority need ijidex— spsisc, 1983. 




Av«ras« For All Funccion 
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APPENDIX M 

AVERAGE "DESIRED" AND ™S££T^ 
SURVEY RANKED ACCORDING TO FUNCTION FROM HIGHEST TO 
LOWEST PRIORITY NEED INDEX— SPRING , 1985. 



FUNCTION 

Personnel 

Communications /Publi c RtUctons 
School Board 

Managing Factltctts & Resources 
Lea dership by Principals 
Personal Developm ent of cha Student 
Teacher Values 4 Ex pectation* 
Educational Program-Specia l Education 

Auxi I la ry Services & Support Staff 
General Adminis tration 
Educational Programs-Secondary 
Evaluation, Testing 4 Research 
Educational Programs-Elementary 
Discipline 



Rank 

l_ 
2_ 
_3_ 

4 
5 
6 
7 
8 

9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 



Desired 



4.55 



4.08 

4.22 

4.39 

4.24 

4.27 

4.42 

4.40 

4.49 
4.29 
4.39 
4.18 
4.46 
4.26 



Actual 



3,13 



Nod 
Index 

1.43 



2.80 
3.01 
3.28 



3.09 
3.15 
3.37 
3.48 

3.38 
3.36 
3.52 
3.27 
3.73 
3.56 



1.28 
1.20 
I. II 



1.15 
1.12 
I. OS 
0.93 

0.91 
0.93 
0.87 

0.91 
0.72 
0.70 



Priority 
Need Index 

6.49 




4.64 
4.08 

4.07 
3.99 
3-84 

3.82 
3.20 



2.99 



Average For All Function 

school students In grades 10, 11, and 12, 



4.33 



3.31 



1.02 



4.43 



*ST.-*«Hl8h school student! 
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APPENDIX N 



SYSTEM-HIDE RESPONSES TO SCHOOl-COMHJMTY SURVEY INOICATING RANK BY 
FUNCTION ACCORDING TO PRIORITY NEED INOEX {HIGHEST • 1, ttc.) 

SPRING, 198S. 

SECONDARY LEVEL 



Questions by Function 


AVERAGE PRIORITY NEED INOEX 


Function 
Rank For 
Systta 
Total 


TEACHERS 


PA 




SAO 


ST 


ate • 

Systta 
Total 


SS * 




3CE 


EL 


SE 


VE 


AE 


FUNCTION: 

EDUCATIONAL PR06RARS— ElE. 


6.58 




2.78 




6.18 


6.22 


6.29 


4.91 


5.30 


5.17 


3.20 


5.05 


11 


1. Our tltatntary schools do a 
. to. job of ttaching basic skills. 


7.59 




0.00 




8.26 


8.33 


6.43 


5.48 


6.44 


7.01 


3.79 


5.62 




2. Tht oublic is satisfied with 
acadtaic achitvtatnt in tht tlt- 
■tntary schools. 


8.49 




7.50 




7.49 


6.90 


7.67 


7 lfi 

/ • 1 D 


6 18 


a 4i 




1 •CI 


3. Eltttntary coursts of instruc- 
tion art rtvistd frtqutntly to 
kttp thtt currtnt. 


7.29 




5.00 






5.66 


7.65 


5.14 


4.84 


4.52 




5.76 


4. Eltttntary ttachtrs givt addi- 
tional htlp to studtnts having 

difficulty. 


7.46 




0.00 




6.16 


8.15 


4.98 


6.82 


6.33 


5.25 


3.65 


5.08 


5. Eltttntary hoatwork is rtgu- 
larly assigntd and chtcktd. 


6.05 




4.50 




4.51 


3.46 


9.12 


3.53 


4.20 


5.81 


2.23 


4.99 


6. Promotion at tht tltatntary 
ltvtl is bastd on achitvtatnt 
rathtr than tiat sptnt in tht 
classroot. 


5.25 








7.06 


8.60 


5.89 


4.94 


6.47 


5.84 




5.91 





9 

ERIC 



♦Groups polltd: 

* . 

SS* • Sptcial tducation ttachtrs in district building ltvtl prograa. 
S • Sptcial tducation ttachtrs at Nilltt Ctnttr and all county~widt strvict locations 

(t.g., Holland Avtnut and Early Childhood, ttc). 
SCE • Conptnsatory tducation ttachtrs (i.t. f Chapttr 1, Articlt 3, Statt Bilingual, Migrant 
and Bilingual VII). 
EL • Eltttntary ttachtrs. 
SE • Stccndary ttachtrs. 

VE • Vocational tducation ttachtrs at tht Avtrill Carttr Opportunists Ctnttr. 
AE • Adult Education and ABE ttachtrs. 

PA • Partnts with studtnts atttitding tht Saginaw Public Schools. 
CN m Coitunity atabtrs not includtd in partnt cattgory above. 
SAO • Adainistrators and dtgrttd proftssional/ttchnical staff ttabtrs. 
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SYSTEM-HIDE RESPONSES 0 SCHOOL-COMMIT Y SURVEY HOICA7XM RANK BY 
FUNCTION ACCCR0IN6 TO PRIORITY NEEO INDEX (HIGHEST - 1, ttcj 

SPRI16, 1985. 

SECONDARY LEVEL 





AVERAGE MtlOMTY ICED 1 


NOEX 


Function 
Rank for 
Syttaa 
Total 




TEACHERS 




FA 


CR 


SAO 


ST 


Sec. 
Systta 

total 


Qutttions by Function 


SS* 


s 2 


SCI 


EL 


SC 


n 


AC 


7. Nort capablt studtnts art 
challtngtd at tht tltitntary 
ltvtl by atans of a gifttd and 
taltnttd prograa. 


1.93 




5.00 




3.76 


3.17 


3.67 


3.34 


3.73 


3.63 




9 SO 




8. Fltatntary rtport cards givt 
partnts a cltar undtrstanding of 
thtir child's progrtss. 


7.24 




0.00 




6.33 


5.71 


5.56 


4.42 


5.21 


3.92 




4.67 


9. Eltatntary partnt ttachtr 
conft .nets givt partnts a cltar 

undtrstanding of thtir child's 
progrtss. 


5.22 




0.00 




4.43 


3.15 


4.64 


3.13 


3.82 


3.46 




3.53 


- 


10. Promotion standees at tht 
tltatntary ltvtl ar? undtrstood. 


9.66 








8.09 


9.44 


7.20 


5.25 


5.88 


5.95 


— 


7.00 


FUNCTION: 

EOUCATIONAL PROGRAMS— SEC. 


6.67 




5.42 




5.50 


6.47 


5.52 


5.88 


5.76 


5.79 


3.84 


5.55 


7 


11. Our stcondary schools do a 
good job of ttaching basic 
skills. 


7.13 




0.00 


J 


6.73 
1 


8.42 


10.04 


6.77 


7.56 


6.82 


4.25 


6.. 11 


- 


1". Hoatuork for stcondary stu- 
dtnts is rtgularly assigntd and 
chtcktd. 


5.31 




2,00 




3.64 


5.94 


6.08 


5.21 


5.25 


6.24 


2.36 


4.51 


13. Promotion in stccndary 
schools is bastd on achi»vtaant 
rathtr than tiat spent ir. tht 
classrooa. 


8.15 




6*75 




6.49 


8.64 


8.42 


6.15 


6.67 


5.42 


3.o2 


6.48 




14. Tht public is satisfitd with 
acadtaic achitvettnt in tht 
stcondary schools. 


8.48 




15. OC 




7.07 


10.48 


7.84 


8.10 




8.07 




8.92 




15. Tht Avtrill Caretr Opportu- 
nities Ctnttr providts quality 
vocational instruction for stcon 
dary studtnts. 


4.09 




5.00 




3.60 


3.76 


3.25 


2.75 


3.01 


2.40 


2.38 


3.31 
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SYSTEN-NIDE RESPONSES TO SCHOOL-COMUNITY SURVEY INDICATING RANK BY 
FUNCTION h;COROIN6 TO PRIORITY NEED INDEX (HIGH'JST - 1, ttc.) 

SPRING, 198S. 

SECONDARY LEVEL 





AVERAGE PRIORITY NEED 1 


JOEX 


Function 
Rank for 
Systtn 
Total 




TEACHERS 


PA 


CH 


SAD 


I 

ST 


Stc. 
Systtn 
Total 


Questions by Function 


ss 1 


S 2 


SCE 


EL 


SE 


n 


AE 


IS. Our secondary schools providi 
adequate preparation for coll*g«« 






2 SO 




5.61 


6.74 


5.69 


6.74 


6.86 


5.11 


4.71 


5,57 




17. Stcondary ttachtrs give addi- 
tional htlp t* studtnts having 

difficulty. 


7.44 




7.50 




5.49 


8.04 


6.29 


8.o. 


7.30 


8.88 


5.58 


7.11 


18. Tht tort capablt studtnts an 
challtngtd at tht stcondary 
ltvtl by Mans of a gifttd and 
taltnttd progra*. 


4.56 




2.50 




5.43 


3.02 


1.88 


4*41 


4.58 


3.75 


2.62 


3.72 


19. Graduation rtquirtatnts for 
stcondary tducation art undtr- 
stood. 


4.69 




5.00 




4.60 


4.18 


5.41 


4.72 


4.91 


3.81 


3.09 


4.53 


20. Stcondary courses of instruc- 
tion art revised frequtntly to 
keep thta current. 


8.95 




5.00 




6.13 


7.42 


4.57 


5.39 


5.67 


4.82 


4.95 


5.69 


21. Our secondary schools provide 
courses and "hinds on" experience 
that deal with cotputtrs. 


7.20 




10. 00 




5.66 


4.6? 


1.43 


6.08 


3.58 


8.36 


4.67 


5.87 


FUNCTION: 

EOUCATIONAl PROGRAMS— 
SOCIAL EDUCATION 


6.19 




3.33 




4.43 


4.91 


3.84 


4./5 


3.43 


• 

4.18 


4.08 


4.?8 


17 


22. Our school oistrict provides 
special instructional prograas 
for handicapped students. 


J • J7 




5 nn 




7 15 


w . Ow 


1 fi7 


3.13 


3.01 


1.26 


4.08 


2.96 




23. Parents of special eauca' on 
children are inforaed of their 
rignts. 


4.51 








4.14 


4.05 


2.51 


4.80 


2.82 


1.55 




3.39 


24. The Millet Special Education 
Center provides quality services 
for the severely handicapped. 


3.19 




0.00 




1.74 


1.99 


0.87 


2.56 


1.02 

i 


1.50 




1.55 


25. Special education teachers 
give additional help to students 
having difficulty. 


4.23 




2.50 




4.20 


2.20 


3.52 






4.92 




3.88 
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SYSTEM-HIDE RESPONSES TO SCHOOL-CORHUNITY SURVEY IN0ICATIN6 RANK BY 
FUNCTION ACCORDING TO PRIORITY NEED INOEX (HIGHEST - 1, ttc.) 

SPRING t 1985. 
SECONDARY LEVEL 





AVERAGE PRIORITY HEED IMKX 


Function 




TEACHERS 










Sac. 
Syttta 

Total 


Rank for 
• Systta 

Total 


Qutstiont by Function 


ss* 


2 


SCE 


EL 


SE 


VE 


AE 


PA 


CH 


SAO 


ST 


26. Tht apacial aducation coursts 

%mm niui mm A fcAAuAntltf to k 0.0.0 

thta currant* 


8140 




0.00 




4. ID 


4.51 


3.29 


— 


— 


4.67 


— 


4.09 




27. Spacial tducation txtra- 

riif»f»i ml activities aro Avail* 

ablt for studtnts who wish to 
participant in than. 


















— 


3.89 


— 


3.89 




28. Tha apacial tducation atudant 
progr aaa reporting pr wvwuuiw 
givaa paranta a cltar undtratand- 
ing of thair child 1 * prograaa. 


8.63 








5.07 


2.18 


e nn 

6.22 


— 


— 


4.66 


— 


6.14 




c5. ocnooi piycnoiognti ire 
availabla to aaat tha naada of 
spacial studtnts. 


9.09 




7.50 




7.02 


10.08 


5.46 


6.45 


4.71 


5.91 




6.59 




30. Social workars are availabla 

to atf u inl nttOI 0> imvif nt» 

who ara having bahavior or ad* 
justatnt probltna. 


7.98 




5.00 




6.*6 


10.28 


6.86 


6.65 


5.31 


9.10 




6.79 


. L 


FUNCTION: 

EDUCATIONAL PROGRAMS — AOULT i 
CONTINUING EDUCATION 


5.11 




0.48 




5.58 


6.74 


6.43 


3.58 


2.92 


5.50 




4.23 


18 


11 fluf* a/4 it If and rnntinuino. odu- 

cation prograaa do a good job of 
■aating tha nttds of adult 
laarnara. 


5.04 




2.50 




3.82 


c aa 

6.88 


5. 10 


3.31 


2.45 


4.90 


— 


3.87 




32. Graduation standarda for 
adult studanta ara undtrstood. 


5.17 




0.00 




4.24 


5.66 


4.78 


3.86 


3.42 


4.6: 


— 


3.73 




33. Promotion at tha adult and 
continuing aducation laval ia 
oaaad on acadanic achitvtatnt 
rathar than tint apant in classtt 


3.78 




-4.00 




5.76 


6.88 


6.75 






5.64 




3.59 




34. Tha adult and continuing tdu- 
catior cocrsaa of instruction an 
raviaad frtquantly anough to kttf 

rmtmm woa T238 


6*63 




0.00 

* 




6.52 


6.19 


6.13 






5.23 


— 


4.90 





er|c 
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SYSTEM-WIDE RESPONSES TO SCHOQl-CQMUNITY SURVEY INDICATING RANK 3Y 
FUNCTION ACCORDING TO PRIORITY NEED INDEX (HIGHEST « I f etc.) 

SPRING, 1985. 



SECONDARY LEVEL 









AVERAGE 


PRIORITY NEED I 


N0FX 






Function 




TEACHERS 










Sec 
Systei 
Total 


Rank for 
Systei 
Total 


Questions by Function 


SS* 


s 2 


SCE 


EL 


SE 


VE 


AE 


PA 


CR 


SAD 


ST 


35. Adult and continuir.-j cduca- 

fi«n rnnncal nrc ynrlf r 1 O ^ * 1 V yi tn 

students in planning their pro- 
grans . 


-- 




— 














6.13 




6.13 




36. Our adult education programs 
accurately places learners so 
thftu ran mak* satisfactory oro— 

gress. 


4 . 94 




5.00 




1 C Q 
/ . JO 


Q HQ 

o. uy 




— 


— 


6.47 


— 

- 


6.70 




LEADERSHIP BY PRINCIPALS 


7.46 




3.69 




6.16 


8.67 


7.45 


5.57 


5.37 


4.16 


4.88 


5.59 


6 


37. The principal is ihi insiruc- 


8.08 




2.50 




7.50 


8.33 


7.73 


4.38 


4.56 


4.59 


3.72 


_ 5.40 


« 


38. The school's goals and objec- 

tlVCS are unucrb IUUU • 


8.70 




7.50 




6.67 


6.48 


8.17 


5.76 


5.79 


5.50 


4.72 


6.59 




39. The principal cot«i>nicates 
effectively . 


5.87 




0.00 




6.34 


8.24 


11.08 


6.10 


5.72 


4.96 


4.15 


5.65 




40. Our principal takes frequenl 
classroom observations to toni- 
tor instruction. 


8.85 




4.50 




6.11 


11.95 


6.25 






5 .07 


6.93 


6.29 




41. The principal works to gain 
community support. 


3.58 




5.00 




3.22 


7.13 


3.16 


6.09 


5.42 


1.65 


4.73 


4.11 




42. Our principal promotes 
methods that are known to create 
effective schools. 


8.62 




2.50 




7.12 


9.89 


8.56 






3.26 


— 


6.01 




FUNCTION: 

MANAGING FACILITIES AND 
RESOURCES 


5.73 




4.83 




5.41 


4.47 


4.65 


4.68 


3.92 


3.57 


4.89 


4.71 


16 


43. School buildings are well 
maintained . 


8.05 




2.50 




7.81 


4.72 


4.03 


5.63 


5.51 


5.42 


5.72 


5.58 




44. School facilities are avail- 
able to students and the public 
at times other than the regular 
school hours. 


2.74 




2.00 

i 




<?.89 


4.2E 


3.12 

BE 


3.58 

!5TI 


2.72 

iop 


2.75 

Y A' 


^.89 

m 


3.09 

kit 


1 
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SYSTEIMIOE RESPOiSES TO SCHOOL-CONNUNITY SURVEY IIOICATIK RARK BY 
FURCTIO* ACC0R0IR6 TO PRIORITY HEEO IROCX (HIGHESi - 1, ttc.) 

SPRIR6* 1985. 
SECONDARY LEVEL 





AVERAGE PRIORITY NEED WOEX 




Function 
Rank for 
Systea 
Total 




TEACHERS 


H 


1 

CM 


SAD 


ST 


Sec. 
Syatts 

Total 


Questions by Function 


ss* 


s 2 


SCE 


EL 


S£ 


VE 


AE 


45. Our school systea provides 
current ttxtbooks for student 
utt. 


8.73 




10.0G 




5.34 


4.86 


8.03 


L 77 


k 56 




3.87 


6.22 


• 


46. Our schools take availablt 
to studtnts a good lunch pro- 
gran. 


5.58 


• 


5.00 




4.93 


3.15 


4.51 


4.95 


1.32 


2.26 


4.76 


4.16 


47. Our school district takes 
steps to ensure energy conser- 
vation. 


3.96 




5.00 




4,49 


4.93 


3.81 


3.46 


3.14 


2.75 


4.70 


3.91 


48. Qur school buildings provido 

a a m. £ a Afl»U*«bAfl»AAMe» V AM A ^ *m 9 r Anil 

a sate environment ror starr ana 
students. 


5.52 




5.00 




7.28 


4.94 


4.49 


5.83 


6.70 


3.92 


5.34 


5.51 


FUNCTION: 

LABOR RELATIONS 


7.72 




6.00 




8.72 


10.82 


7.54 


4.87 


3.29 


3.19 


— 


5.91 


4 


49. Our schools htvt a fair sal- 
ary schadula for all anployaa 
classifications. 


7.35 




5.00 




7.47 


14.55 


6.06 


5.26 


3.23 


4.28_ 




. 5.52 


- ' 


50. Tha fringa bcnafits for all 
eaploytts ara raasonabla. 


5.10 




10.00 




6.52 


11.74 


5.31 


2.73 


0.4* 






4.72 


• 


51. Our school systan kaaps tha 
public infornad about labor ro- 
tations issues affacting tha 
schools. 


6.88 




7.50 




8.23 


8.49 


6.93 


5.42 


5.32 


4. 01 




6.41 


52. Our school systan nagotiatas 
with unions in a fair and aqui- 
tabla nannar. 


10. i: 




7.50. 




11.55 


13.71 


10.32 


6.09 


4.27 


1.62 




7.35 


- 


53. Enployee griavancas ara han- 
dled in a profassional nannar. 


9.20 




0.00 




9.84 


5.66 


3.98 






2.49 




6.10 . 




FUNCTION: 

AUXILIARY SERVICES t STAFF 
SUPPORT 


6.78 




5.00 




6.16 


6.30 


4.98 


5.63 


4.66 


5.69 


4.07 


5.37 


9 


54. Counsalors ara avai labia to 
•ach student in our secondary 
schools* 


5.40 




2.50 




6.15 


7.10 


6.01 

1 


4.75 


3.72 


5.73 


3.03 


4.66 
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SYSTER-MIOE RESPONSES TO SCHOOl-COMURITY SURVEY IR0ICATIR6 RANK BY 
FUNCTION ACCOROIN6 TO PRIORITY NEEO INOEX (HIGHEST - 1, ttc.) 

SPRINC, 1985. 

SECONDARY LEVEL 





AVERAGE PRIORITY NEED I 


IBEX 




Function 
Rank for 
Syttaa 
Total 




TEACHERS 


PA 


CR 


SAO 


ST 


Sac. 
Systea 

Total 


Qtiftfttinnft hv Function 


ss 1 ' 


s* 


SCE 


EL 


$£ 


VE 


AE 


55. Helping the student to ex- 
plore career possibilities is an 
important part of the school pro* 
gran. 


7.16 




7.50 




5.47 


7.03 


6.39 


6.22 


5.89 


4.92 


4.78 


» 

6.04 




56. Our schools provide place- 
■ant services to sacondary stu- 
dants and adult learners. 


5.23 




10.00 




3.64 


4.10 


2.55 


4.68 


3.59 


5.04 


3.84 


4.82 


57. Our school district provides 
raaadial instruction to tha iost 
naady ragular aducation studants. 


9.06 




2.50 




8.32 


6.17 


4.06 


6.30 


5.65 


6.96 


4.26 


5.89 


58. Support staff (psychologists, 
social workers, spaach thera- 
pists) provida adaquata sarvicas 
to studants who daaonstrata a 
naad. 


7.01 




2.50 




7.45 


7.14 


5.93 


6.25 


4.55 


5.85 


4.40 


5.49 


FUNCTION: 

COIWUIICATIOHS/PUBLIC 
RELATIONS 


6.33 




4.16 




5i03 


5.93 


5.00 


5.76 


6.60 


3.16 


5.23 


5.16 


10 


59. Tha district conducts busi- 
nass in a aannar that inspiras 
public confidence. 


9.74 




7.50 




8.27 


9.18 


6.54 


7.37 


8.21 


.5.46 




7.58 




60. Our school systsi providaa 
tha ganaral public with accurate 
reports on its perforaance. 


8.64 




6.75 




7.59 


9.20 


4>.91 


7.56 


7.7* 


4.50 


5.23 


6.62 


61. Printad copias of claarly 
statad studant policias ara 
available in all school build* 
ings. 


2.96 




2.50 




2.08 


1,82 


5.*5 


2.42 


3.79 


0.25 




2.79 


62. A district-wide staff news- 
letter is published to keep all 
personnel info r aed. 


4.02 




0.00 




2.36 


2.98 


3.02 






2.42 




2.36 




FUNCTION: 

EVALUATION, TESTING ANO 
RESEARCH 


6.89 




6.25 




4.81 


4.58 


4.58 


5.27 


5.16 


4.11 


3.82 


4.99 


14 
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SYSTER-NIDE RESPONSES TO SCHOOL-COHHUNITY SURVEY INDICATING RANK BY 
FUNCTION ACCQR0IN6 TO PRIORITY NEEO INDEX (HIGHEST - 1, ttc.) 

SPRING, IMS. 
SECONDARY LEVEL 





AVERAGE PRIORITY NEEO I 


NOEX 








Function 
Rank for 
Syatta 
Total 




TEACHERS 


n 


CN 


SAD 7 


ST 


Stc. 
Syatta 

Total 


Qutstions by Function 


ss l * 


s 2 


SCE 


EL 


SE 


n 


AE 


93. Our district rtgularly ttsts 
studtnts in tht basic subjects. 


4.53 




7.50 




3.58 


5.31 


3.00 


4.49 


SJS1 


3.60 


2.73 


4.37 


• 


64. Tht district providos tht 
coaaunity with inforoation about 
tht tfftctivtntss of its schools. 


6*37 




5.00 




5.96 


5.54 


5.17 


6.80 


S.47 


4.94 


— 


5.82 


65. Instructional prograa tvalua- 
tion is accoaplishtd by coaparing 
actual rtsults with tho goals and 
objtctivts of Hit prograa. 


7.11 




5.00 




6.06 
( 


5.64 


5.68 




— 


6.82 


— 


6.13 


66. Ttat rtaulta art shartd tilth 
studtnts* 


5.47 




5.00 




3.47 


2.29 


3.07 


3.63 


2.97 


3.37 


2.77 


3.72 


67. Tht district conducts rt~ 
starch conctrning tducational 
isauts. 


5.24 




5.00 




4.55 


3.19 


6.16 


5.28 


4.1)1 


2.97 


— 


4.86 


68. Ttat rtsults art shartd tilth 
partnta • 


6.57 




10. OC 




5.20 


4.60 


4.15 


6.09 


5.95 


3.14 


5.74 


5.85 


FUNCTION: 

STATE AND FEDERALLY FUMED 
PROGRAMS 


7.02 




0.00 




5.40 


7.12 


3.32 


4.08 


1.52 


3.87 




3.60 


19 " 


69. Tht district aggrttsivtly 
sttks aonty to providt instruc- 
tional prograas for studtnts 
with s?tcific nttds. 


7.92 




0.00 




3.85 


4.81 


2.32 


4.08 


1.52 


2.57 




3.18 




70. Appropriatt district ptrson- 
ntl art tdvistd of tht avail- 
ability of outsidt fu:.4s, such 
is statt and ftdtral grants, 
sptcial funds, ttc. 


6.11 








6.97 


9.46 


4.36 






5.18 




5.65 


FUNCTION: 

PERSONAL DEVELOPMENT OF THE 
STUDENT 


8.23 




6.44 




6.99 


6.69 


5.18 


6.78 


6.85 


5.9C 


4.78 


6.39 


3 


71. Our schools providt txptri- 
tncts for dtvtloping rtsponsiblt 
citiztnship. VQ(V) ^£3£ 


8.25 

1 




6.75 




8.10 


7.31 


6.52 


6.27 


6.85 


6.44 


5.25 


6.80 





9 
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SYSTEH-UOE RESPONSES TO SCHOm-COMNNITY SURVEY INDICATING RANK BY 
FUNCTION ACC0R0IN6 TO PRIORITY NEED INDEX (HIGHEST - I, ate.) 

SPRING, 1985. 

SECONDARY LEVEL 





AVERAGE PRIORITY NEED 1 


:noex 


Function 
Rank for 

Syataa - 

Total 




TEACHERS 


PA 


cn 


SAO 


ST 


S«c. 
Syitaa 
Total 


Questions by Function 


ss l 


$ * 


SCE 


PL 


«r 


VE 




72. Our schools teach studtnts 
problti solving techniques. 


9.36 




7.50 




8.71 


9.21 


6.95 


7.29 


6.86 


9.01 


4.86 


7.57 




73. Studtnts have opportunitits 
to work with othtr studtnts of 
sinilar and dissimilar abilitits 
and interests. 


7.12 




5.00 




4.28 


3.76 


2.16 


— 


— 


2.29 


4.24 


4.18 


FUNCTION: 

TEACHER VALUES ARO 
EXPECTATIONS 


6.85 




5.83 




5.59 


6.76 


4.79 


6.12 


5.86 


7.47 


4.64 


5.90 


5 


74. Our ttachtrs act likt thty 
believe that all childrtn can 
learn. 


7.94 




2.50 




6.00 


ft AA 

6.90 


c fie 
5.ZS 


6.08 


5.52 


M6 


3.53 


5.71 




75. Ttachtrs couunicatt effec- 
tivtly. 


8.74 




5.00 




6.30 


6.84 


6.59 


6.88 


6.75 


8.19 


5.26 


8.71 


76. Our ttachtrs etphasize active 
studtnt participation in thtir 
classes* 


6.03 




7.50 




4.86 


6,98 


3.91 


— 


— 


6.51 


3.81 


5.44 


77. Ttachtrs work on accoaplish- 
ing tht instructional goals and 
objtctivts for studtnts. 


5.47 




5.00 




5.36 


4.70 


4.39 


5.59 


5.26 


6.83 


5.06 


5.37 


78. Ttachtrs ttach at tht cor- 
rect level of difficulty to pro-* 
■ote student learning. 


6.85 




7.50 




5.93 


9.09 


5.91 


5.64 


6.:3 


7.36 


4.43 


6.24 


79. Oi*r teachers explain and 
demonstrate rather than just 
assign seat work. 


6.11 




7.50 




5.14 


6.98 


2.69 


6.45 


5.47 


7. 11 


5.78 


5.78 


FUNCTION: 
OISCIPLINE 


6.32 




4.22 




S.96 


5.65 


6.64 


4.67 


5.75 


3.79 


2.99 


5.04 


12 


80. The school has published 
policies regarding conduct and 
discipline for students. 


3.21 




2.50 




2.32 


1.17 


1.71 


1.93 


4.20 


0.95 


1.54 


2.29 
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SYSTEM-HIDE RESPONSES TO SCHOOL-COIWUNITY SURVEY MOICATING RANK BY 
FUNCTION ACC0R0IN6 TO PRIORITY NEEO INOEX (HIGHEST - i, ttc.) 

SPRII6 9 1385. 
SECONDARY LEVEL 



Questions by Function 



AVERAGE PRIORITY KEO INOEX 



TEACHERS 



ss 1 ' 



SCE 



EL 



SE 



VE 



AE 



PA 



CD 



SAO 



ST 



Stc. 
System 
Total 



Function 
Rank for 
Syaton 
Total 



81. Paronti aro notifiod of 
discipline problom. 



5.65 



2.50 



5.23 



4.95 



8,29 



4.82 



5l.75 



3.33 



2.46 



4.50 



82. Administrators support 
toachors in studont disciplino 
matters. 



6.87 



0.00 



6.48 



5.58 



10.56 



3.52 



4.69 



1.75 



1.20 



4.39 



83. Our schools havo good disci* 
plint. 



9.69 



84. Our Assort ivt Oisciplino Pro 
gran provides an effective moans 
to handlo disciplino problems. 



8.06 



?5. Ttachtrs motivate studonts 
by using rewards rathor than 
punishments. 



86. Classroom rulos aro cloarly 
postod in oach classroom. 



4.08 



FUNCTION: 



STAFF OEVELOPNENT 



87. Our schools havo an offoctivo 
insorvico training program for 10.74 
improving toaching skills. 



88. Our school administrators 
are involved in sons type of pro 
fessional development program. 



89. Nov members of the Board of 
Education are given an orienta- 
tion to the operations of the 
school tjfstem. 



6.47 



8.67 



5.91 



90. Teachers are actively in- 
volved in the planning, develop- 
ment, evaluation and/or selec- 
tion of new teaching materials. 



7.68 



5.0C 



11.20 



9.68 11. 3< 



7.77 



9.39 



5.73 



5.61 



8.23 



7.5C 



8.04 5.71 



4.5C 



5.52 



7.50 



5.94 



4.50 



5.00 



2.88 



7.95 



8.51 



6.21 



6.03 



4.73 



7.02 



5.62 



5.59 



4.7; 4.53 



7.62 



5.64 



5.58 



6.72 



2.49 



3.62 



10.41 



8.34 



5.89 



10.24 12.0J 9.55 



5.89 



5.84 



7.50 



6.64 



6.90 



8.65 



10.70 6.15 



5.71 



2.26 



1.04 



3.70 - 



5.15 



6.25 



5.15 



9 21 



6.86 



5.04 



3.33 



6.88 



7.90 



6.45 



5.04 



6.26 
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SYSTEM- VIDE RESPONSES TO SCHOOL-COMMUTY SURVEY H0ICATIN6 RAM BY 
FURCTIOI ACC0R0IN6 TO PRIORITY HEED IROEX (HI6HEST - 1, ate) 

SPRIR6, 1985. 
SECOKARY LEVEL 





AVERA6E PRIORITY NEED I 


NOEX 






Function 
Rank for 
Syatas 
Total 




TEACHERS 


PA 


CN 


SAO 


ST 


Sac. 
Syataa 
Total 


Questions by Function 


5S 1 ' 


s 2 


set 


EL 


SE 


VE 


AE 


91. Staff davalopaant prograas ] 
art tffectivtly coordinattd. 


10.31 




6.75 




9.05 


L2.0( 


8.98 




* 


6.85 


— 


8.39 




FUNCTION: 
PERSONNEL 


7.76 




4.29 




7.86 


8.69 


7.75 


7.79 


6.64 


5.31 


6.49 


6.73 


2 


92. Tha priaary purpoaa of ataff 
•valuation it to iaprova job 
ptrforaanco. 


7.72 




5.00 




8.06 


10.51 


7.73 


6.50 


5.41 


3,59 


— 


6.30 




93. Tha parsonnal dapartttnt 
hiras uall praparad taachars. 


7.48 




5.00 




ft ft 3 


A ftft 


1 LQ 


7.62 


6.82 


6.15 


6.49 


8.71 


94. Taachara ara assignsd baaad 

ah tk»i f» anal i f icati oni . 


5.47 




7.50 




6.18 


5.47 


5.95 


— 


- 


6.74 




6.37 


95. Oiaaiaaal of profassional 
aaployaaa it handlad in a fair 

*ttA ni*ftf Anal ■AAnflP. 


6.96 








8.53 


7.27 


6.36 


6.26 


4.44 


3.50 


— 


6.01 


96. Principal* ara givan an 
• r fi vl ralA in thai it-lcction of 
toachars for thair building 
staffs. 


4.26 




0.00 




5.35 


3.64 


3.84 






6.98 




4.09 


97. Administrators ara asaignad 
to jobs for which thay ara qual 
into • 


9.47 




2.50 




8.58 


9.04 


10.32 


7.89 


7.98 


3.51 


— 


7.15 


98. Our schools do a good job of 
aval'jating taachars. 


8.04 




5.00 




8.20 


12.80 


8.86 


9.39 


7.33 


6.56 


— 


7.63 


99. Our schools do a good job of 
avaluating administrator a* 


12.98 




5.00 




11.4; 


12.42 


11.54 


9.27 


7.83 


5.29 




9.05 




FUNCTION: 

GENERAL AONINISTRATION 


5.82 




5.55 




4.91 


4.68 


5.85 


4.95 


4.69 




3.99 


4.91 


15 


100. Our suparintandant usas sug 
gastions froa his adainiatrativa 
staff, taachars, and coaaunity- 
at-largt to assist in planning 
and dacision Baling. 




















4.81 




4.81 
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SYSTEH-MDE RESPOISES TO SCHOOL-COHIIUHTY SURVEY IHOICATIH6 RANK BY 
FURCTIOR ACCOROING TO PRIORITY RCCO IROEX (HIGHEST - 1, tte.) 

SPRING, 1985. 

secoroar; level 





AVERAGE PRIORITY REED I 


POEX 






Function 
Rank for 
Systta 
Total 




TEACHERS 


PA 


CN 


SAD- 


ST 


Stc 
Systta 

Total 


Qutstions by Function 


ss l 




SCE 


EL 


sc 


VE 


AE 


101. Our budgtt allows for allo- 
cation of rtiourcti to achitvt 
high priority objtctivtt. 


8.02 




5.00 




7.60 


7.12 


7.67 


— 




4.28 


— 


6.51 


• 


102. Tho school budgtt ii pro- 
sontod and intorprotod to tho 
coaaunity. 


10.15 




L5.00 




8.24 


8.70 


7.14 


6.45 


6.52 


6.45 




8.56 


103. Adainistrators took positivt 
solutions to coaplaints. 


a fit 




t tin 




7 77 
i • 1 1 


a 7t 

v. / A 


11 37 


7.48 


7.42 


2.93 


— 


7.23 


104. Our school district closos 
buildings uhtn tnrollaonts and 
financts dictatt. 


1.56 




o.oq 




2.15 


1. 10 


3.05 


1.87 


1.68 


1.81 




1.73 


105. Our school systta aaintains 
an adtquatt "rainy day" fund. 


0.63 




10.00 




0.96 


-0.90 


1.35 


4.56 


3.45 


0.49 




3.06 


106. Rtstarch findings art ustd 
in planning and iaproving tdu- 
cational prograas. 


6.14 




0.00 




4.81 


j. 72 


6.15 


4.68 


4.80 


4.76 




4.48 ~ 


107. Planning is a continuous 
proctss in our school systta. 


6.34 




5.00 




3.33 


2.98 


4.89 


4.97 


4.70 


2.64 


3.99 


4.48 


FUNCTION: 

SCHOOL BOARD 


5.99 




8.31 




5.18 


4.51 


4.73 


6.07 


5.29 


2.77 


5.07 


5.43 


8 


108. Our school board is a rt- 
sponsiblt govtrning body. 


8.76 




7.50 




6.88 


6.31 


6.58 


6.53 


6.23 


3.10 


5.06 


6.33 




109. Tht agtnda of tht Board or 
Education atttings providt an 
opportunity for tht public to bt 
hoard* 


4.85 




7.50 




5.84 


6.37 


4.64 


5.45 


4.62 


1.86 




4.96 




110. Tht school board atabtrs 
aakt an tffort to kttp inforatd. 


9.38 




10.01 




8.38 


6.87 


7.82 


6.54 


5.63 


4.11 




7.41 




111. Tht school board ratts tht 
suptrinttnd^it's ptrforaanct 
annually. 


3.55 








2.50 


2.21 


1.47 


5.11 


4.34 


0.26 




2.87 
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SYSTEM-HIDE RESPONSES TO SCHOOL-CODNUMTY SURVEY INDICATING RANK 8Y 
FUNCTION ACCORDING TO PRIORITY NEED INOEX (HIGHEST - 1, ttc.) 

SPRING, 198S. 

SECONOARY LEVEL 

AVERAGE PRIORITY REED INOEX 





TEACHERS 










Stc. 
Systtfl 

Total 


Rank for 
Syatea 




ss 1 


s 2 


see. 


EL 


SC 


VE 


AE 


PA 


CM 


SAO 


ST 


Total 


112. The school board roaches 
decisions on the baais of back* 
ground data and input f rot tht 
superintendents office. 


1.73 




— 




1.69- 


-KM 


3.60 






U55 




2.14 


- - 


113. The school board works to 
preserve local control of public 
education. 


5.09 




8.00 




3.24 


0.56 


0.92 


5.03 


3.97 


2.39 




4.09 


- 


114. School board m tbers are 
known by the cottunity. 


6.35 




10*00 




5.70 


6.82 


5.52 


6.91 


6.23 


4,56 




6.47 




115. Our school boaH provides 
leadership in aooting the needs 
of students. 


a S3 




fi 75 
w. /□ 




7.65 


.9.62 


7.59 


6.90 


5.9a 


4.24 


5.07 


6.63 




FUNCTION 9 , 

LIBRARY/MEDIA CENTER 


6.42 




1.25 




4.94 


6.81 


7.40 






— 




5.00 


13 


116. The school library/aedia 
center serves as a source for 
additional instructional 
■aterials. 


6.58 




2. So 




4.79 


7.82 


5.89 










4.94 




117. The building librarian asks 
for teacher suggestions when 
selecting new ■aterials for the 
library/aedia center. 


7.39 




2.50 




4.76 


11.40 


10.8C 










6.36 




118. The library/aedia center 
ptrsonnel keep the oir.iding scan 
up-to-date regarding available 
■aterials. 


j\73 




0.00 




5.46 


\ 

2.09 


9.88 










5.77 




119. Materials found in the 
library/aedia center are appro- 
priate to the students served. 


5.73 




o.oo 




t.28 


8.12 


8.40 










4.60 




120. Audio visual tutorials are 
available for classrooa use. 


4.32 




2.50 




&.60 


5.61 


14.86 










4.07 




121. Adequate tite in the 
library/aedia center is provided 
to students to select aaterial. 


6.68 




D.00 




5.72 


5.61 


) 4.7C 


\ 








4.29 





Function 



9 
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